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REDUCING THE PUBLIC DEBT 


(HR. 1337, H.R. 5203, H.R. 7469, H.R. 10971, H.R. 12515, 
and H.J. Res. 184) 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 8, 1960 


House or RepresENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 

ExecuTIvE AND LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION SUBCOMMITTEE, 

Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 1501-B, New House Office 
Building, Hon. William L. Dawson (chairman of the subcommittee) 

residing. 
aaa: Representatives William L. Dawson, Dante B. Fascell, 
and Neal Smith. 

Also present: Elmer W. Henderson, counsel; Phineas Indritz, 
counsel ; and Lawrence Redmond, clerk. 

Chairman Dawson. We will proceed now to the consideration of 
sveral bills relating to the Federal budget and financing the national 
debt. There has been considerable interest in and discussion of these 
problems in the Congress. 

This subcommittee has long been interested in taking whatever 
steps are necessary to improve our budgetary procedures and reduce 
the heavy burden of the public debt. 

(H.R. 1837, H.R. 5203, H.R. 7469, H.R. 10971, H.R. 12515, and 
H.J. Res. 184 follow :) 


[H.R. 1337, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


ABILL To provide that the President shall include in the budget submitted to the Congress 
under section 201 of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921, an item for not less than 
$2,000,000,000 to be applied toward reduction of the national debt 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 201(a)(5) of the Budget and 
Accounting Act, 1921, is amended by inserting immediately after “fiscal year,” 


the following: “with not less than $2,000,000,000 to be applied toward reduction 
of the national debt ;”’. 


(H.R. 5203, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921, to provide for the retirement of 
~ public debt by setting aside the first 5 per centum of the budget receipts of the 


hited States for each fiscal year for the sole purpose of retirement of obligations 
counted as part of the public debt 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 201(a) of the Budget and Ac- 


counting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 11), is amended by inserting immediately below 
paragraph (11) thereof the following: 
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“Except in time of war each budget submitted to the Congress shay 


amended (1) by striking out “, loans,” in subsection (a); (2) by inserting jp, 
mediately after “appropriate action” in subsection (a) the following: * (inelnd 
ing,but only in time of war, loans)”; and (3) by adding at the end Of such 
seetion the following: 

“(c) Except in time of war, the first amounts received in the Treasury of the 
United States after July 1° of each fiscal year shall be set aside in speci! 
account, until the aggregate of the amounts so set aside for that fisea] Year 
equals the amount included in the budget for that year under section 201 of jj 
Act, for retirement of the public debt.. Amounts so set aside shall be Used 
exclusively for retirement of obligations of the United States which are include 
in determining the face amount of obligations which may be outstanding at gy 
one time pursuant to section 21 of the Second Liberty Bond Act (31 pgp 
757b).” ; 


(H.R, 7469, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921, to provide for the retirement y 
the public debt; to limit the size of the Federal budget; and for other purposes — 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Stay 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 201(a) of the Budget ay 
Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 11), is amended by inserting immediately bey 
paragraph (11) thereof the following: 

“Except in time of war, each budget submitted to the Congress shall inclni 
a request for an item of appropriation equal to 1 per centum of the aggregats 
face amount of the obligations outstanding as of July 1 of the calendar year jp 
which this sentence is enacted which are included as a part of the public det 
Such item shall be used exclusively for the retirement of the public debt. \ 
budget for any fiscal year shall be considered as balanced, or as providing fr 
estimated receipts equal to or in excess of estimated expenditures, unless such 
item is taken into account, and considered as an estimated expenditure for sud 
fiscal year.” 

Sec. 2. Section 202 of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 13), is 
amended (1) by striking out “, loans,” in subsection (a); (2) by inserting in- 
mediately after “appropriate action” in subsection (a) the following: “(it 
cluding, but only in time of war, loans)’; and (3) by adding at the end there 
the following: 

“(e) Except in time of war, no budget shall be submitted to the Congress for 
any fiscal year which shall request appropriations aggregating in excess of tle 


total of appropriations requested in the budget submitted for the prior fisel | 


year.” 


[H.R. 10971, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide that until the national debt is retired, not less than 10 per centum of 
the net budget receipts of the United States for each fiscal year shall be utilized solely 
for reduction of the national debt 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United State 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 201 of the Budget and Account: 
ing Act, 1921, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sub 
section: 

“(g¢) Until the public debt has been retired, the budget submitted to the 
Congress for each fiscal year beginning after the date of enactment of this 
subsection may not provide for expenditures in a total amount exceeding 90 pet 


centum of the estimated net budget receipts of the United States for such fisel | 


year. The net budget receipts of the United States in excess of such é 


tures for each such fiscal year shall be available only for retirement of the 
public debt. This subsection shall not be applicable in time of war. 


; : a : ine} 
an item, in an amount not less than 5 per centum of the estimated budget conte 


for the ensuing fiscal year, which item shall be exclusively for retirement of 

public debt. For the purposes of section 202 of this Act (31 U.S.c. 13), g 

item shall be treated as an expenditure for the ensuing fiscal year.” — 
Sec. 2. Section 202 of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.¢, 18), js 
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(H.R. 12515, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 
in 
Code ‘ ILL To provide that until the national debt is retired, not less than 10 per centum of 
an Ae net budget receipts of yr — States for each fiscal year shall be utilized solely 
. OF f the national debt 
for reduction 0 


), Such Beit enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
13), i of America in Congress assembled, That section 201 of the Budget and Account- 
ing in. ing Act, 1921, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sub- 
in : 
on meg) Until the public debt has been retired, the budget submitted to the 
Congress for each fiscal year beginnig after the date of enactment of this sub- 
Of the © section may not provide for expenditures in a total amount exceeding 90 per 
Special  eentum of the estimated net budget receipts of the United States for such fiscal 
al yer! year, The net budget receipts of the United States in excess of such expenditures 
of thy for each such fiscal year shall be available only for retirement of the public 
be usel debt. This subsection shall not be applicable in time of war.” 
neludei 
; at any 
L UAC [H.J. Res. 184, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


JOINT RESOLUTION To prevent deficit financing by limiting appropriations to the 
amount of the President's budget except where additional revenues to cover such appro- 
priations have been specifically made available 


‘ement of Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
yoseg of America in Congress assembled, That no amount shall be appropriated for 
d Stam ‘the fiseal year ending June 30, 1960, or for any subsequent fiscal year, if the 
get ani appropriation of such amount, when taken together with all other appropriations 
Ly bel ’ theretofore made for such fiscal year, would result in total appropriations for 
me such fiscal year in an amount in excess of the President’s budget for such year, 
unless (at or before the time when such appropriation is made) provision is made 


dis by law for additional Federal revenue in an amount at least equal to the amount 
‘eh of such excess. 


lie det ~=6 Chairman Dawson. Our first bill will be H.R. 5203, introduced 
o * by Congressman Haley, which provides for retiring the public debt by 
a setting aside 5 percent of budget receipts for each fiscal year. 

fort Congressman Haley, we are happy indeed to have you with us, and 
we hope that you are as much interested and will take as good care of 


*. 18) this matter as you have been of the Indians who are surviving. 


rting in- 
ig: “(in 


itheet STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES A. HALEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


gress for 
ss of the 1 ‘Moet 

ior fal | Mt. Haney. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. 

First, I would like to thank you for the opportunity of being here 
this morning. We not only take care of Indians down in my com- 
centum¢ WUnity, we also try to take care of some of my colleagues, like Mr. 
ized sie’ | Fascell, who has people down there who forgot to file on lands that 

they have been living on for 80 yeavs, and so forth; so we have many 
ted States problems. 5 z 
poem Mr. Chairman, since I believe fiscal responsibility can be achieved, 

that Federal spending can be reduced and the budget balanced, and 
ed to tt ~Masmuch as I am firmly convinced something must be done to bring 
at of » about an orderly retirement of the public debt, I introduced this bill 
ee which I believe presents a reasonable method of paying off the tre- 
‘ expend:| MeNdous debt we have accumulated. I hope that this committee and 
nt of tit} the Congress, if the committee sees fit to pass this bill out, will support 

this plan and bring about the above desired results with respect to 


fiscal policies of the Federal Government. 
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My bill, H.R. 5203, is a very simple bill. It would require the | 
. : . e | 
President to include in each budget he submits to the Con 
amount not less than 5 percent of the estimated budget receipts 4, | 
the ensuing fiscal year for retirement of the public debt. eT 
After July of each year, the Treasurer would be required to set | 
aside the first amounts received until the 5 percent figure was obtaing | 
That amount would then be applied on the debt. | 
In addition, the bill would prevent the President from recommen(. 
ing loans as a means of making up any estimated deficiency jn th 
budget except in times of war. i 

This provision would require the President to recommend tayg 
or other appropriate action as a means of balancing the budget, 

For example, if the receipts for fiscal year 1961 were estimated ty 
be $80 billion, the President would include $4 billion as a budget 

M ’ : veo udget item 
to be used solely for the retirement of the public debt. The Presiden 
would be required to recommend additional taxes or other taxes, byt 
he could not recommend loans as a means of making up the estimated 
deficiency. 

Then, after the budget went into effect July 1, 1961, the first ¢ 
billion received in the Treasury would be applied on the debt. 

Several bills have been introduced which prescribe methods of p. 
tiring the public debt, but my bill is the only one setting forth th 
above method. 

Any family or business may be faced with the necessity of borroy. | 
ing money at times, but the prudent family or businessman will gt | 
aside a certain amount of money out of receipts to meet such obliga. | 
tion. If not, that family or businessman will soon face bankruptey, | 

Is it not reasonable to say the same principle applies to the Feder] 
Government? As a matter of fact, I am of the opinion the Govern. 
ment should be even more alert in employing sound methods in meet. | 
ing its obligation, since the solvency of the Federal Government is 
matter affecting the lives of each American citizen. ' 

It is time for us to realize the true fact about the significance of this 
gigantic public debt. It is also important for Congress to recogniz 
the danger inherent in our trend toward the form of government wit | 
bureaucracies and ever-increasing budgets. 

In 1940, the national debt amounted to $42 billion—those are ap 
proximate figures, of course. As of June 1, 1960, the debt amouniel | 
to approximately $289.5 billion, and it is estimated that by the ai | 
of the next fiscal year the debt will be $290.1 billion. | 

In 20 short years the debt has increased over $247 billion. Thos 
who think we can continue this trend are living in a dream worl 
By the end of 1960, the per capita debt will be about $1,600 per persm, 
which means the share of the debt of the average family of four wil 
be approximately $6,400, 

When you compare that with the national per capita income, whid| 
was reported to be an average of $2,196 in 1959, you will realize w 
must wake up to the fact that some steps toward sound fiscal police 
are absolutely necessary. . 

Now, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I have searchtl 
the speeches and the platforms of both major parties in this Nation, 
and for the past 25 years or better every platform and every candidat 
who has aspired to the office of the Presidency has said that he rana 
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the platform of reducing or wanting to reduce Federal expenditures 
and the national debt. ple2 2s 

If you will recall, after the conference bet ween the late dist inguished 
Senator from Ohio, Senator Paft, and the present occupant of the 
White House 1n 1952 when he was running for that office, he told the 
American people, according to the newspapers: 

If you elect me President of the United States, within 4 years I will reduce the 
expenditures of the Federal Government to $60 billion. 

I want to call the attention to the committee that consistently, 1 
think, the Congress over the past 7 years, at least, has reduced the re- 
quested amount of appropriations. I think I am certainly justified in 

i at. 
Se wince 1952 or 1953, the beginning of 1953, the national debt 
was $259 billion. ‘Today—and I will use just rough figures—this is as 
of June 1, 1960—the statement of the Treasury Department shows 
the national debt at $289 billion, an increase of approximately $30 
billion over that time. 

In the last 10 years, in 1952, or the last 8 years, from 1952 to 1960, 
the spending of the Federal Government in 1952 was 365 billion. 
Today it is approximately $80 billion, or an increase of $15 billion per 
year. That, of course, does not take into consideration the tremen- 
dous expenditure of tax money going out in trust funds, and so forth, 
like, for instance, the Federal highway program, and so forth. _ 

Now many people say and we have heard much about this, this in- 
crease in expenditures has been occasioned by the tremendous increase 
in the cost of national defense. I want to call your attention, Mr. 
Chairman, to the fact that the national defense cost in 1952, and that 
was when we were supposed to be having a little police action that 
some people called war, and I think was a war, the Defense Depart- 
ment at that time was expending $44 billion fighting the war. Today, 
in 1960, the defense requirements are $45 billion, so when you take 
into consideration that the cost of government has increased $15 bil- 
lion, only 1 billion of that, Mr. Chairman, has gone into the cost of 
the national defense. 

The increase in cost of government is not in national defense ex- 
penditures; $14 billion of that is going into domestic production. 

Now, we shouldn’t mislead the American people on this thing, and 
they are being misled. 

Now, of course, if this bill could become law, they would be required 
to set aside $4 billion a year to be applied to the retirement of the 
national debt. I hear much complaint about the $9 billion of interest 
that we are paying in this country on the national debt. We have to 
borrow money just like you and I have to borrow it, and the Federal 
Government does. If this money were set aside and applied on the 
national debt, it would reduce the interest rate that we have to pay for 
every year approximately $200 million per year. 

ere are some more figures that might be startling to you. The 
expenditures in 1958, which is only 2 years ago, were approximately 
$72 billion; today $83 billion-plus, or an increase in the last 2 years 
of approximately $11 billion. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we ought to realize that we are using up, day 
by day and month by month and year by year, the natural resources 

58926—60-——_2 
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of our Nation. A prudent man, when he is using up the natura] 
sources, sets aside something. Weare not. We continue to not on 
consume the natural resources of this Nation, but we are continuiny 
to build up a debt in addition to that, and there must be a point of 
return insofar as the debt of this Nation is concerned, and I gay the 
in all sincerity, Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, if q ; 
businessman in this Nation operated his business like we operate th 
Federal Government, he would be in the bankruptcy courts jn 
than 3 months. It alarms me because of this terrific national debt ‘ 
view of the international situation how could-we finance the Nation 
through another critical period of war, if it comes. , 
The high spending of the Federal Government brings on a lot of 
things. It brings on inflation. I don’t know where the thinking of 
this Congress, and I say this advisedly, I don’t. know where the think. 
ing of this Congress got off on the road that all problems can be cured 
in this world by expenditures of American dollars, or Yankee dol 


lars 
as they are called in many parts of the world. 


High spending also destroys, by continuing rising costs. It de. | 


stroys the savings of people, and brings about less purchasing power | 


for people who are on fixed incomes. It does not encourage sayin 
by young people of this Nation, which has been the thing that has 
made us a great nation. It destroys, in the economy, you might say 
in the beginning and in the end. 


In other words, it takes away from the old people what they have | 


saved to enjoy a few years in the twilight of their life, and it discour. 
ages the young couple from ever saving because they say “Look at ma 


and look at pa who worked all their life, and now the retirement they | 


were supposed to live on happily is dissipated.” So I say it is time, 
Mr. Chairman, and members of this committee, that the Members of 
the Congress begin to give serious consideration, not just by voice, but 
in voting and in enacting legislation, to stabilize the fiscal policy of 
this country and make some attempt to pay off this huge debt. 

We are accumulating, laying on to the shoulders of our children 
and our children’s children, a debt here that we know we can’t pay 
now, and I say we have been not living up to the duties and the obliga- 
tions of this generation whenever we say that we are going to pass on 
to these children this huge debt. 

We ought, if necessary, to have the courage to go in and levy the 
taxes necessary in time of high prosperity. If you can’t reduce your 
debt at that time, if you continue in the time of high prosperity to 
have deficit financing, then I say that we are absolutely going contrary 
to everything in the way of fiscal policy that has made us a great and 
a powerful and the wealthiest nation on the face of the earth. 

Chairman Dawson. Do you regard the present time as a time of 
high prosperity ? 


Mr. Harry. I might say, Mr. Chairman, you and I may not think | 


so, but I have heard much of the fact that we are living in the time 


of unprecedented prosperity. I have heard that, and I think you wil | 


hear it probably this fall when you get around to— 

Chairman Dawson. I won’t be at any of those meetings where they 
say that. L 

Mr. Harry. Well, I might say that I agree with the chairman, he 
probably won’t be, but you are going to hear much of that in the news 
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al re apers, and you are going to hear much of that in certain statements 
e 9 

; Only tare made. osrvet . 

Nuing = conclusion, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I real- 
8 


ofno | jgethat while the present administration has talked a great deal about 
} this reduction of os public debt, the administration has not done anything 
fany |, uction. 

tet cen, the reports from the Executive Office of the President, 
n les | the Office of the Secretary of the Treasury, and the Office of the Comp- 
‘bt, in | troller General of the United States says that this bill would not in 
‘ation | effect operate asa debt reduction measure. — 

I want to call your attention to the fact that the bill requires, 
lot of except in time of war, that each budget submitted to the Congress 
ing of | be a balanced budget, and furthermore, that the budget could not 
think- | pe balanced by loans, so I would suggest to the departments submitting 
cured |  peports to doa little more of t heir homework. 
ollars, If you pass this bill, and its provisions are carried out, the bill 

will force payment in substantial amounts to be made each year on 
It de- | the national debt. And I might say right here, until World War I 
power | cych was the law of this land, a requirement that certain sums be paid 
saving | on thenational debt. 
at has If you do not believe this bill would accomplish this, I sincerely 
it say, | hope the committee would amend this bill in such manner as it deems 
advisable to bring about fiscal responsibility, a subject about which we 
y have | have heard much, but from which we apparently have done nothing, 
Scour- | not only in this present administration, but probably some of the ad- 
atma | ministrations in the past. And I submit, Mr. Chairman and members 
it they | of the committee, that I think if this kind of a bill, or if this kind of 
s time, | proposition was submitted to the American people, I think that would 
vers of overwhelmingly adopted. 
ce, but Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am happy to be here with your fine 
licy of | committee, and I hope that you will give favorable consideration to 
. this which I think is so important to this great Nation of ours. 
uildren Chairman Dawson. Mr. Fascell. 
\t pay | Mr. Fasceti. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 





obliga- Iam very happy to have this opportunity to hear once again my 

ass Ol | distinguished colleague from Florida. I am pleased to compliment 
him on the thorough statement which he has made on the subject in 

vy the which I know he has a very sincere belief and interest. I can recall— 

€ Your | well, let’s put it this way, Mr. Chairman. He is very sharp with a 

nae pencil and has always been. I remember very pleasantly our service 

at and |e the Florida Legislature when I was still wet behind the ears follow- 

ing my distinguished 

' Chairman Dawson. You are not now, though. 

‘ime of 


Mr. Fascein. No; I am just wet all over, now. 
é think | Mr. Harry. If I may interrupt, he wasn’t then, he was a very smart 
} | : c 


al young fellow, and the first man in 50 years as a first-termer in the 

ou will | lorida Legislature to sit on the powerful House Appropriations Com- 
mittee where he did an excellent job. 

vets | en Dawson. We are glad to have that background. 

* | Mr. Fasceni. Starting then, I have known of Congressman Haley’s 

nan, he | eee matters and on expenditures, and he Is not one 

ia % 0 talks idly about his belief. An examination of his voting record 


dating back from the time he has been in politics will indicate that he 
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puts his money where his mouth is, he believes in voting his copy; 
tions with respect to the operations of government 

I think that is a basic element in this whole problem. Nonethg] 

T want to tell my colleague and others interested in this type of legisla 
tion, I am not necessarily automatically impressed with the argument 
of those who are opposed to this idea. I think it can be done, T don't 
know whether it takes legislation, particularly, of any specified type 
I don’t think there is any question about the fact that what Cotsen 
man Haley and the rest of you gentlemen seek to do can be done. 

I want to ask this question. You quoted figures on the relationshj 
between the total amount of the per capita national debt and the per 
capita national income. 

Mr. Harry. Yes. 

_ Mr. Fascett, Now, that isa relationship which bears on this sub. 
ject, but don’t you agree that also in fairness you must make a com. 
parison between the per capita national debt and the total Federg) 
assets ? 

Mr. Harry. Yes; I think that is a fair statement. 

Mr. Fascetri. You know, of course, that this committee undertook 
to put together a complete Federal inventory, and that we stay current 
on it, we hope. We feel it is very important for many reasons, one of 
them being this very question. 

In other words, you have to know what your assets are as well as 
your liabilities before you know how bad off you are. 


Don’t you also agree that one of the matters on which a compari: | 


son should be made, when you are talking about per capita national 
debt, is not only per capita income, and total Federal assets, but also 
the total productive potential of your Nation ? 

Mr. Hatey. Yes; toa certain extent I would say this: Of cours, 
the income of your Nation—after all, it shouldn’t be measured too 
much in dollars and cents, because it doesn’t make a whole lot of 
difference to me whether 1 have $100 or $200, if the $100 will buy 
as much as the $200, I am in just as good shape as somebody earning 
$200. The thing is when it goes to $200 to purchase $100 worth of 
goods or services, you are destroying the people who have overs 
period of 25 or 30 or 35 years accumulated something. 

Mr. Fasceti. The point is, as you have already caught, that if the 
relationship remains the same, then you don’t destroy this value 
that is the relationship of the debt to the total potential productivity 
of the Nation. 

Mr. Hater. That is correct. 

Mr. Fascext. So this is a very important factor in consideration | 
just exactly where you are. 

I won’t argue the fact that regardless of where you are, if you cai 
get rid of your debt, it is a good thing to do it. I think it is econom: 
cally good as a matter of basic principle, since you save the interes 
if you don’t save anything else. 

Mr. Haury. If I may say this, too, here is another thing that thi| 
continuing inflation of the dollar is causing, and I am surprised that | 
some of my friends haven’t thought about it. | 

In certain respects we have absolutely priced ourselves out of the| 
world market. If everything followed the dollar, it would be a differ 
ent thing, but it doesn’t, and what we are doing in many instancé 
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here, in the inflation of the American dollar, we are depriving our- 
selves in the world market to bring in something, and we must always 
and practically ever since our existence, have been a nation that 
exports. We make more than we can possibly consume, and because of 
this high inflation that we are getting, the balance of trade, I believe, 
last year shifted, and we were in the red about $4.5 billion. That 
ean't continue forever. ; res 

There are many, many factors in this thing. I have tried to sum- 
marize here what my bill would do as to one particular thing. 

Mr. Fascetz. One more thing, Mr. Chairman, and then we can 
move on to others I know are anxious to talk on this subject. 

[am very glad that you pointed out the fact that the Congress has 
reduced the appropriations below the budget requests, and that the 
requirement of your legislation is that the debt payment be a budget- 
ary item, a requirement upon the President. 

Isn't it a fact, of course, as we all know, that the expenditure con- 
trol, even despite what Congress appropriates, resides within the 
administration ¢ 

Mr. Hater. That is correct. 

Mr. Fascetz. And that despite the fact that a request has been 
made in the budget for an appropriation, that if it is determined in 
the national interest that those expenditures should not be made, all 
they have to do is not make them ; isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Hatey. That is correct, and the gentleman knows we have 
such a system in our own State government; when the legislature of 
our State appropriates beyond the income of our State, all the Gov- 
ernor must do, he and the members of the cabinet, all they do is sit 
down, go over it, and whack it. 

Mr. Fasceti. As a matter of fact, they take close estimates on in- 
come on a per-month basis, and they allocate expenditures purely on 
the basis of the income that is there, regardless of the action of the 
legislative body ; isn’t that true 

Mr. Hater. I might point out, for instance, the lack of control or 
the lack of a desire of certain people in this present administration 
who have talked much about this problem but done nothing. The 
chairman will recall that we had here just a few years, 2 or 3 years 
ago, a situation in our Postal Department where contrary to the 
law the Postmaster General went ahead and expended money beyond 
certain fiscal periods. 

In other words, when he spent more than his allocation for the first 
fiscal quarter of 3 months, he borrowed from the funds assigned for 
the second quarter. Then in the second quarter he used funds allotted 
for the third quarter. When he reached the fourth fiscal period, he 
came to the Congress and said : 

Iam just about going to have to close down the Post Office Department unless 
the Congress of the United States appropriates additional money. 

What should have happened, Congress should have moved in and 
enforced the law, if necessary, to make him comply with the law; 
taken very strenuous measures to either relieve him of the office, or 
see that it didn’t happen again. In other words, we have bureaucrats 
going out and telling the Congress, “I haven’t lived up to the law, I 
spent more money than you allowed me, and now if you don’t give 
me more, [am going to shut down this Government.” 
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It isa ridiculous situation. 

Mr. Fascetz. It is the old story, they are always going to close do 
the school. “igs ba 

That is all T have, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Dawson. Are there any questions ? 

I have been asked to ask you how would Government avoid defi, 
financing if revenues are not sufficient to pay for the Governmen; 
expenditures plus the 5 percent required under this bill? 

Mr. Harry. Well, that would bring about the wild guesses ag ty 
how you are going to balance the budget, which I think hag beep 
made in this particular instance. 

The report came up to the Congress, or at least the statement Was 
that we were going to have a $4-billion-some-odd surplus, T hope 
this is true, but I doubt that it will be true because the alleged surphas 
was not based on sound figures in the original instance. It was based 
on what I call an “iffy” budget: the surplus can be achieved if the 
Congress raises the postal rates, if the Congress does this, if they do 
that, and if—if the income of the National Government increases g 
much over the last year. They do not take the hard, cold figures of 
last year and say “Now, here is the money we have; here is what we 
can reasonably expect.” Instead they go off into the wild blue yonder 
speculating about if the economy rises, if we get more money, or if 
the Congress goes ahead and does something. That is the thing] 
am talking about, Mr. Chairman, the fact that they come up here and 
try to force the Congress to balance their budget. When their budget 


is made up they know exactly how much revenue can be anticipated | 


based on last year, not based on if the Congress raises the postal rates 
to provide another $600 million. They should present a realistic 
budget based on fact not speculation. And, if necessary, when a situ. 
ation arises such as the one I mentioned a little while ago in referring 
to the Postmaster General, if he overexpends, let him close down for 
a little while, but let the people know what is going on. 

Mr. Inprrrz. Mr. Congressman, you indicated that prior to the war 
there was a statutory requirement for mandatory debt reduction, 
Would you have the citations to those prior laws? 

Mr. Haury. No, I have not, and I might say that that was called to 
my attention. 

By the way, these are letters and resolutions, some of them coming 
from your own great State, from all over the United States, and that 
citation 

Mr. Fascetu. Could you furnish it to the committee later? 





Mr. Hater. I think I could find it for you. I did not look it up, but | 


one of the judges of one of our courts called my attention to the fat 
that prior to World War I there was a statutory law forcing the re 
duction. 

Chairman Dawson. Thank you very much, Congressman. You 
have been a very fine witness. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one question. 

Chairman Dawson. Pardon me. Mr. Smith just came in and would 
like to ask a question. 

Mr. Suirt. I ati sorry I missed some of your testimony. I recall 
that in the 80th Congress, right after the war at a time we needei 
more money in circulation like we needed a hole in our head, there was 
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a big tax reduction, and this just contributed to the inflationary pres- 
gures at that time. That was, of course, over a veto. Then came the 
a3d Congress with another tax bill, the result of which has been to in- 
erease individual income taxes by one-third, from $27 billion up to $36 
pillion per year and at the same time corporation taxes were cut from 
$21 down to $17 billion per year, and what I am wondering about this 
kind of bill is, is there anything at all in here, or is there any way you 
can amend it to keep Congressmen from voting for these irresponsible 
tax laws f ; 

Mr. Haney. No, you will never be able to control the Congress on 
that, but I think if the people of America were alerted to what is going 
on, and some of these measures that we are voting for—I am part of 
it~I think there would be a definite change of a lot of faces up here, 
because when a man comes into the Congress and advocates the ex- 
penditure of money, he ought to have the courage at that particular 
time to say, “Well, it is going to cost so much, and here is a tax plan 
that-will raise so much,” and let the American people know that here 
isa spender, and make him face up to his own responsibility of provid- 
ing a bill that would raise the revenues that he proposes to expend. _ 

If you did, I don’t think you would have an authorization bill in 
the next 5 years, because they just wouldn’t do it. 

Mr. Smrru. In that 80th Congress, you know, we were paying on 
the national debt at that time, and as the President said in his veto 
message, the thing to do was pay more on the debt instead of cutting 
taxes, but instead of that they went ahead and cut them. 

Mr. Hatey. I think it was a mistake at that time to make any re- 
duction in taxes. I think that the tax should have continued on, and 
the surplus applied on the national debt, and I think if that kind of 
proposition were submitted to the American people, I think we have 
enough people who are responsible people who would say we ought to 
payas we goalong. That is what you and I have to do as individuals, 
what a business has to do, it is the thing that has made us a great nation 
here, one of the most powerful, and one of the wealthiest nations in 
the world in 170-some-odd years. 

Mr. Smiru. I think your testimony is borne out by the fact that 
that was submitted to the people in 1948. 

Chairman Dawson. Thank you very much, Mr. Haley, for your 
presentation. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee. 

Chairman Dawson. Our next witness is Congressman Samuel L. 
Deyine, the author of H.R. 10971. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SAMUEL L. DEVINE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Devine. It isa pleasure, Mr. Chairman. 

I might say that I think Congressman Haley has a good bill, al- 
though I don’t necessarily find myself in accord with all the remarks 
he made concerning the circumstances requiring such legislation. 

The fact is the bill which I sponsor—before I get into my formal 
statement—I think is twice as good as Congressman Haley’s, because 
It provides for a 10 percent reduction instead of 5, and we retire the 
national debt twice as fast. 
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I am a Member of Congress from the 12th District of Ohio and 
the author of H.R. 10971. This is one of several bills being consid. 
ered by this subcommittee this morning concerning reduction of the 
national debt. This subcommittee is also considering other bills today 
which have a similar purpose, some having a minimum debt paymey 
sach year, and others having a percentage reduction. 

I prefer the approach of having a percentage of the estimated rey, 
nue apply annually to debt reduction. ( 

Section 201—A of the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 requing 
the President to transmit the budget to Congress within the first 1; 
days of each regular session. This section also gives general dine. 
tions for submitting this estimate, and allows latitude in recommend. 
ing expenditures, except of the legislative branch and the Supreme 
Court on the basis of the separation of powers. 

Section 202 of the act provides that the President shall recommend 
the manner in which any deficiency in the budget shall be financed, tha 
is by new taxes, loans, or other means, and I find no specific referenc 
in the act to congressional intent indicating that the budget shoul 
be balanced, or the national debt reduced. 

My bill proposes a new section outlining such intent on the part of 
Congress. 

Now although this bill is short, it would have quite an impact op 
the present method of submitting budget proposals. It is apparent, 
under this proposal the President in submitting, the budget could 
only consider 90 percent of the estimated revenues for general expendi- 
tures, and 10 percent must be applied to reduction of the national 
debt. 

It is also apparent under present law that he cannot revise any 
estimates for expenditures submitted by the legislative branch or 
the Supreme Court again under the separation of powers theory. 

The initial burden is placed on the executive branch to effect econ- 
omies, and give a budget to the Congress providing for systematic 
debt reduction. Congress must then assume the responsibility of 
supporting such a program. 

I have suggested a method of limiting the President in his sub- 
mission of the budget primarily because we do not have the authority 
to limit congressional action, as was mentioned in the previous testi- 
mony. To place such a restriction on Congress would require a con- 
stitutional amendment. The present wording of article 1, section /, 
of the Constitution places no restriction on Congress in making appro 
priations. 

Since most appropriations are to finance the executive branch of 
the Government, most of the improvement in budgetary procedure 
must be accomplished there. It seems logical, therefore, to suggest 
changes in the area where they can reasonably be expected to be ae- 
complished under the law. Congress could not escape the respon- 
sibility of any resulting increased expenditures affecting the budget | 
program under this proposal, and this is precisely where the re 
sponsibility belongs. 

All of us have received the benefits of studies, opinions, disserta- 
tions, and advice on the pros and cons of debt reduction. I happen 
to be one of those who strongly believe that debt must be reduced. 
My main reason is the prohibitive cost required to maintain it. The | 
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second largest expenditure in the current budget is interest on the 
ational debt, the first of course being the expenditure for the national 
peo It is $9.585 billion, or 12 percent of the budget expenditures 
a 1961 just for interest alone. Think of the constructive programs 
that could be financed with only a portion of this, not to mention 
ultimately tax relief for the public. — be 

[shall not belabor the subcommittee with statistics and argument 
to support this contention, but I would like to give what I think is a 
rather clear illustration. — 

If we were to adopt this proposal and Congress were to accept such 
a budgetary recommendation, it would take approximately 34 years 
to completely retire the national debt. Now these figures, of course, 
are boring, but they may bear this out. It would cost $434.9 billion 
over the 34-year sem including both the principal and the interest. 

I have used a basic 3-percent interest figure for my computations, 
and this is $149.89 billion in interest, plus the $285 billion public 
debt. ; . 

If we did not pay anything on the public debt, and it remained 
static for 34 years, and we pay just the interest, we will pay $325.8 
billion over that same period. al 

Now if you add $109 billion to that, by paying the principal on the 
10-percent basis, over a period of 34 years we will end up completely 
free of the $285 billion debt, so if you analyze the figures rather 
thoroughly—and I have submitted this statement for the record—I 
think you can see it will be a great saving to this country. _ 

One question that immediately appears to anyone studying this pro- 

l concerns the relatively large percentage of revenue suggested 
or debt payment, that is 10 percent of estimated revenues. Let me 
say that I deliberately decided on a substantial payment since it is 
not my intention to make it a painless operation. It might take just 
a shock as this proposal to bring out the magnitude of the problem. 

Under the 1961 budget, we would be required to pay $9.6 billion for 
interest. Perhaps a first-year appropriation of $18 billion just for 
what we owe will awaken many to realize there isn’t a money tree 
here in Washington, and that all of so-called Federal funds really 
come originally from the pockets of the people back home. There 
is no quick, easy solution to saving 10 percent in the budget. It can 
only be accomplished by forced economy. 

I believe that the legislative and executive branches could operate 
eficiently on 10 percent less money than what they are presently 
spending. This committee has more information on waste and ex- 
travagance than any other body of Congress. The recent report by 


Ill., shows one instance of waste, if not criminal negligence—$223,000 
is a fair amount of money to uncover for one program at one in- 
stallation. 

This committee’s report last year on “Aid to Laos,” the “Military 
Supply Management Agencies, Organization and Management of the 
Missile Programs,” and this year’s reports on “Military Procure- 
ment and Development Loan Funds” all indicate areas for improve- 
ment, 

Savings can be made in our operation, and the best way to do it is 
to limit expenditures in the various departments. 

58926—60-—_3 
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Mark Twain once said, “Everyone talks about the Weather, by | 
nobody does anything about it.” He could just as Well have bey 
talking about the national debt, because that is all we have heap 
here in the Halls of Congress for many years, that something ought ty 
be done about it. 1 

I want to again compliment the committee for setting this matty 
down for hearing, because I think the country is vitally concepng; 
with this overall problem. Even though many congressional report 
are full of statements regarding the national debt, positive action 
the problem has been meager. 

I think perhaps I can—if I may interpolate for a moment—giy, 
some of the background here, and will give the citations which wer 
asked for a moment ago. 

In 1862, Congress enacted legislation which in part made an 4 
propriation for 1 percent of the entire debt to be set apart as a sink. 
ing fund for the payment of the national debt. This provision, yp. 
stated in section 3689, Revised Statutes, remained on the books yntij 
the enactment of the Victory Liberty Loan Act of 1919, and this ge 
superseded section 3689 of the Revised Statutes and repealed the 18¢9 
law. It also provided for a sinking fund to which annual payments 
of 2% percent of the outstanding national debt as of July 1, 1999, 
should be made. 

Section 767 of title 31 indicates this is still the law, and in fact m 
page 835 of the budget—which we all have in brief form, but in the} 
big budget—$633,349,085 is appropriated for this purpose. I do not! 
fully understand this entry, nor the status of the fund. I don’t think 
it has accomplished its purpose, however, since we still have a growing 
national debt. 

Gentlemen, this staggering debt and interest can only perpetuate 
inflation and lead to more financial problems and an ultimate bank 
rupt economy. Let’s face up to the fact that we owe the debt and pay 
on it. Wecan’t continue to ignore it, it won’t go away by itself. Let’ 
not worry about why it is so large, what made it that way, or who 
is responsible, but simply how to reduce it. That is what we ar 
faced with today. 

One of the best selling current books by Parkinson has a law that 
can be summarized as “expenditures will always rise to meet income’ 
which I think has been demonstrated in our Government. Since we 
can’t apparently repeal Parkinson’s law, I think we can accomplish 
the desired result by enacting a new law. 

Mr. Fasceti. By repealing Parkinson. 

Mr. Devine. Thank you very much, gentlemen. That conclude! 
my statement. | 

Mr. Fascetu. I think there is a telling point made by my colleagn | 
on the question of payments. You might as well pay to reduce tl 
debt. as to pay the interest. I think it makes a lot more sense, par 
ticularly when the interest rate has doubled, and there is nothing 
sight to indicate that it is going to go down, particularly if the theory 
is carried out of converting the so-called short-range debt to a long 
term debt. 

Well, anyway, the point here is that you require the President to 
submit a budget baba on 90 percent of anticipated revenues, Thi 

leaves several loopholes, as I see it, that perhaps we should consider 
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No. 1; Congress could appropriate more than the budget. 

Mr. Devine. That is right; 1touched on that,I believe. 

Mr. Fascett. Therefore, it would seem you need an additional re- 
quirement, not only the submission of the budget, but that the Execu- 
tive could not expend beyond the budget. 

Mr. Devine. | would have no objection to that. ] might add that 
[ would adopt the theory that Mr. Haley mentioned earlier that the 
budget must be on a firm ground, not anticipating further revenues 
from new sources. 

Mr. Fascety. You also have another problem with respect to the sub- 
mission of a budget on the present obligational theory when actually 
what really counts is the rate of expenditures in a given fiscal year. 
Perhaps we should likewise consider not only placing a limitation on 
the executive on the total amount but within each agency and depart- 
ment. : : : 

Mr. Devine. It wouldn’t be easy, but I can see the wisdom of it. 

Mr. Fascetu. We also know, of course, the Executive now, through 
budgetary controls, regulates the flow of money to the departments 
after it has been appropriated. 

Mr. Devine. That is right. 

Mr. Fasceti. So that we also have to take into account, do we not, 
if we are talking about your proposal specifically, the fact that you 
now have the tremendous amount of carryover or existing appropria- 
tions from which the Executive can draw and expend. I think it was 
estimated at $144 billion in appropriations the Executive now has in 
addition to his new budget. So, if you put your proposal into effect 
now, you still don’t control the $144 billion rate which is already in 
existence. 

Mr. Devine. Already in the works. 

Mr. Fasceti. That gives rise to the proposition that, if you really 
want to allocate, you might have to place a limitation on the rate of 
expenditure. 

{r. Devine. I would rely on the wisdom of this committee in fol- 
lowing through on that. As I say, this is a simple bill which outlines a 
principle. 

Mr. Fascern. As far as you are concerned, you would be willing 
to take into consideration all of these factors m achieving your ob- 
jective. 

Mr. Devine. Absolutely. 

Chairman Dawson. Thank you very much, Congressman. 

Mr. Devine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ruopves. Mr. Chairman, I don’t have any more time. I was 
told to be here at 10:30. I assumed I would be heard. May I submit 
my statement for the record ? } 

Chairman Dawson. Certainly. I am very sorry that you do have to 
goat this time, because we had looked forward with pleasure to hearing 
you. 

Mr. Ruopves. Well, I had looked forward with pleasure to being 
heard, particularly on the political speeches the gentleman from 
Florida just made, particularly the way Mr. Haley and Mr. Fascell 
Were patting each other on the back. I thought it was great, and I am 
sorry I can’t be here to refute it, but I find myself with no time. 

Chairman Dawson. Mr. Rhodes. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. RHODES, A REPRESENTAT 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARIZONA 


IVE Ij 


Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to ap 
before your committee on behalf of my bill, H.R. 1337, ‘to provid 
that the President shall include in the budget submitted to the Oo ‘ 
gress under section 201 of the Budget and Accounting Act, 199} : 
item for not less than $2 billion to be applied toward reduction of the 
national debt. ; 

This bill is similar to bills I have introduced in both the 84th and 
85th Congresses. 

I feel that the American public has become increasingly congcipys 
of the fact that we must not only live within our means from yep 
to year, but that we must start paying off the national debt. As you 
know, there is nothing in the law which requires the President to submit 
a balanced budget. This bill would not have that effect, but it would 
have the effect of throwing any budget out of balance which dog 
not have in it an item of at least $2 billion for reduction of the national 
debt. 

Recently I sent a questionnaire to 22,000 people in my district, and 
one of the questions I asked was: “Do you favor systematically redyp. 
ing the national debt each year?” Eighty-eight percent of them ap. 
swered aflirmatively—the highest percentage on any question in the 
questionnaire. The mail I receive every day bears out with increasing 
certainty that this is the feeling of the people in my district. I belieye 
it also is the feeling of most people throughout the Nation. 

If I interpret the feeling of the Nation correctly, the moral fore 
behind a balanced budget would cause each President to think several 
times before submitting one which is deliberately out of balance. My 
idea is that any budget to be balanced should include an item of a 
least this sum for the specific purpose of reducing the national debt. 

Mr. Chairman, I am firmly convinced that the time for legislation 
of this kind is now and that there is an urgency here which needs to be 
considered. 

If we do not reduce the debt at times like the present, when the 
Nation is prosperous, it is difficult to see how we will reduce it at all. 
Because we have not had such a provision as my bill contains, we 
have not been reducing the debt. There is not the compelling fore 
necessary to do it. We have put it off year after year until we may 
well ask ourselves if we intend ever to do it, or if it will be possible 
to doit. If we do not begin the systematic reduction of the national 
debt when it is economically possible, the task will simply be that 
much greater at a later date and our ability to undertake it will b 
correspondingly weaker. 

From an economic point of view, the payment year after year of 


nearly $10 billion in interest on money we have borrowed and already | 
have used is staggering. Borrowing is justified and paying interest is | 


necessary to get the money to do things that have to be done, but 


simply to carry a debt like this indefinitely and add the interest costs | 
to the heavy burden already imposed on the taxpayers is not m my 


opinion a responsible course of action. We talk about unnecessary 
spending and waste in terms of thousands and hundreds of thousands 


of dollars when it applies to other Government programs. Here 5) 
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one that costs more than any other program except defense, and what 
are we getting for it ¢ We have already spent the principal; now we 
‘ust go on paying interest for programs of previous years which have 
no direct benefit for taxpayers today. . 

Mr. Chairman, iny bill contains no guarantee that we will actually 

reduce the national debt and reduce the amount of interest we are re- 
nired to pay each year, but it is a step in that direction. Asa step, 
as an encouragement, and as a gesture of intent at least, I urge this 
committee and Congress to give it their approval. 

Mr. Couuer. Mr. Chairman, if I may, 1 would like to make the 
same request, since we have a very important bill before our com- 
mittee this morning, and in doing so, I reiterate the same sentiments 
asmy good friend who just departed, temporarily, so if I may, I will 
submit my statement. 

Chairman Dawson. Very well. 

Congressman Collier. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD R. COLLIER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Couzier. I appreciate the opportunity to make this statement 
before this distinguished subcommittee of the Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations in connection with the bill originally introduced by 
my colleague, Representative Devine of Ohio, to which I have joined 
as cosponsor. May I commend the committee for its consideration of 
this and other bills with the same general purpose of reducing the cur- 
rent national debt. 

1 am sure that my deep concern over this Nation’s present indebted- 
ness is shared by many of my colleagues and millions of Americans. 
The accumulation of this Nation’s present indebtedness is, as we all 
know, due to many factors. Some were of emergency necessity. On 
the other hand, a great part of the Nation’s deficit spending over the 
years were acts of fiscal irresponsibility. But there is no point in 
dwelling upon the cause of this indebtedness, for the issue is one of a 
controversial nature. The divergence of philosophy on the proper 
role of the Federal Government in so many areas of our national life 
will keep it so. 

The fact remains that it is incumbent upon the Congress of the 
United States to face the seriousness of this problem realistically and 
with sincerity of purpose. It is further the responsibility of this 
Congress to take steps to alleviate the burden of this indebtedness 
upon the generations to follow us. 

Cognizant as we all are of the world situation and the necessity for 
maintaining a strong national defense, we are also morally obligated 
to maintain the fiscal stability of this Nation. 

The bills in which I am particularly interested, H.R. 10971 and 
my companion bill H.R. 12515, provide a direct approach and a long- 
range solution to the problem of retiring our national debt. They 
simply provide that the budget submitted to Congress for each fiscal 
year, beginning the date of enactment, may not provide for expendi- 
tures In excess of 90 percent of the estimated net budget receipts of 
this United States for each fiscal year until the public debt has been 
retired. They do, however, provide that this oe sever shall not be 
applicable in time of war. 











18 REDUCING THE. PUBLIC DEBT 


As has been pointed out this would place the initial burden op th, 
executive branch of government and provide Congress with guide. 
line for systematic debt reduction. Since the House of Represents, | 
tives is responsible for controlling the purse strings of the Nation i 
must, in my opinion, assume responsibility for supporting such q ie 
gram. 

In closing, may I say that whether the bills to which I have directed 
my statement are adopted or not, I would feel that the Committee on 
Government Operations would be doing the people of this Nation g 
great service in reporting some legislation that would provide for the 
systematic reduction of our present astronomical national debt, 

Chairman Dawson. Our next witness is Congressman Robert W 
Hemphill, author of H.R. 7649. Mr. Hemphill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT W. HEMPHILL, A REPRESENTATIV; 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Hempnitt. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee 
thank you for allowing me to come and make a statement in support of 
my bill, H.R. 7649 and others seeking the same goal, seeking some 
way to reduce this national debt which hangs over America like the 
sword of Damocles. Debt can cause the death of a nation as surely 
as war, as surely as immorality. 

Speaking of immorality, I think it is immoral to burden futur 
generations with our debts. One will say that by debt we are preserv- 
ing our Nation, its freedom, for those who come after us. I say that 
we are preserving those things despite our increasing debt and ou 
refusal to do something about it is wrong, it is just unpatriotic. I will 
not admit we cannot reduce this debt, and I am willing to legislate 
and I am willing to sacrifice to return to obvious and actual solvency, 

This is not the first time I have tried to get congressional sanction 
of this idea. In 1959, 1 appeared before the Ways and Means Con- 
mittee in support of legislation to reduce the debt 1 percent each year, 

It is amazing to me that a time when business is supposed to be 
booming that we cannot begin some effort to retire the national debt, 
How can we ever expect to retire the debt in hard times when money 
is scarce and the economy is ata low ebb? It does not make sense and 
it is not sense. 

If we cannot handle our national debt in times of prosperity, we 
are certain to have no way to do so in hard times, and no surplus to 
apply to debt retirement. 

Last year I voted against the increased debt limit. One of my 
friends asked me if I had any fiscal responsibilities. I told him I not 
only had fiscal responsibilities, but it was time somebody protested 
against the annual surrender to inflation. I consider raising the debt 
limit a surrender, and, like you, seek some alternative. The hypocrisy 
of the temporary increase each time the debt limit is raised is gradually 
being exposed. 

My bill would do nothing to destroy flexible debt management by 
our Treasury Department. It says you must reduce this debt each | 
year, and I tell you gentlemen, until we tell the Treasury Department | 
it must, it can always say either (1) it has no clear mandate from 
Congress, or (2) it has no budgeted funds, or (3) it cannot afford, a8 
a fiscal practice, to arbitrarily apply funds to debt reduction, I say 
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his in no criticism of the present Secretary of the Treasury; I am one 
this admirers. He isa great man. I do not hold him responsible 
po the increase in our debt during the Eisenhower administration. 
[know he is concerned and wants to reduce the debt. 

This administration has neither had the wisdom nor the ability to 
reduce the debt, nor the courage to tell the American people that they 
are mortgaged to the gills and that absolutely nothing has been done 
to reduce the debt. 

There has been no plan, I repeat, no plan, presented to ¢ ongress by 
the executive department, during the 4 years I have been in ( ongress, 
to reduce this debt. Let us try the plan proposed in my bill. [If it 
does not work, the law can be repealed next year. Shall we say we 
are unwilling totry? I cannot discharge my responsibility that way, 
nor do I take the situation lightly when my children face a world of 
tomorrow where their dollar is soft currency, possibly without any 
old to back up that currency. 

Do we have no brakes on the debt and price vehicle we call inflation ? 
Do we want brakes? Have not we, as representatives of the American 
people, a responsibility of leadership in the matter of debt reduction ? 
Dare we wait until public alarm and public clamor forces us to act? 
No. It will be too late then. 

I suspect that one of the reasons for our loss of prestige in the world 
of today is our debt and our continued refusal to take steps in the 
direction I seek here. Canada’s dollar is, in world eyes, “sounder 
than ours. If Canada can do it, why can we not? If Western Ger- 
many can make the comeback it has despite war and destruction, why 
can we not? True, the Germans will work. They will work toward 
debt reduction, too. 

The text of my bill is: 

Except in time of war, each budget submitted to the Congress shall include 
a request for an item of appropriation equal to 1 per centum of the aggregate 
face amount of the obligations outstanding as of July 1 of the calendar year in 
which this sentence is enacted which are included as a part of the public debt. 
Such item shall be used exclusively for the retirement of the public debt. No 
budget for any fiscal year shall be considered as balanced, or as providing for 
estimated receipts equal to or in excess of estimated expenditures, unless such 
item is taken into account, and considered as an estimated expenditure for 
such fiscal year. 

Sec. 2. Section 202 of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 18), is 
amended (1) by striking out “loans”, in subsection (a); (2) by inserting im- 
mediately after “appropriate action” in subsection (a) the following: “(inelud- 
ing, but only in time of war, loans)”; and (3) by adding at the end thereof the 
following : 

(c) Except in time of war, no budget shall be submitted to the Congress for 
any fiscal year which shall request appropriations aggregating in excess of the 
total of appropriations requested in the budget submitted for the prior uscal 
year, 


vo 
5 


If we reduced a $290 billion debt 1 percent, we would not only “save” 
that $2.9 billion, but we would save an additional amount of S87 
million in interest, if we calculate at 3 percent which might be 
used as an average, since, on June 30, 1959, we had outstanding $237- 
plus billion of debt carrying average interest payments of $2.899, 
another $27-plus billion at 3.304 percent, and the cost. has steadily 
risen. 

A 1-percent reduction could be used as a sample. Are we unwilling 
totry! Perhaps we could progress to greater percentages. 
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How could it be accomplished the first year? Call on every depart 
ment to reduce its budget for its proportionate share. I belieyg the 
morale of Government would be raised and inspired if we could o 
“we are trying to do something about the debt; we are all trying? 

The Government is the only borrower I know that makes no effor 
to reduce its debt. 

No loans are made by our leading financial institutions without, 
plan and a promise of debt reduction at regular or specified interval 
No one in successful businesses would think of going to his banker 
when his loan was due and telling his banker that he not only eogij 
not pay off but that he wanted to borrow more. n 

If we demand solvency as a rule of business, why cannot our oy. 
ernment practice solvency? I know there are those who say the Gov. 
ernment is not like a business. That is true, but that is only an EXCUse 
for faulty fiscal policies and faulty fiscal management. I dare any 
man in this Congress to advocate bad business practices in the hap. 
dling of our national debt. 

No, no one is going to advocate bad business practices openly, By 
by not meeting the problem head on and doing something about it, 
the administration and the Congress are sponsoring indirectly wha 
they do not sponsor directly. q 

We can no longer neglect this problem. In private business the 
man who neglects his debts goes bankrupt, and this Government cap 
go bankrupt or have the value of its dollar go to the dogs, which js 
the equivalent. 

We are told we are the world banker. If we are, we are setting a 
poor example. 

I beg of you, Mr. Chairman and members of this great and useful 
committee, that you welcome and promote this opportunity to help 
our great country. 

Thank you. 

Chairman Dawson. Congressman Gubser is our next witness, 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES S, GUBSER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Gusser. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate 
the opportunity to appear on my resolution, and doubly appreciate 
the fact that the committee is giving consideration to this important 
subject. 

The purpose of my resolution is, as the title states, to prevent deficit 
financing. It should be more properly worded— 
to help prevent deficit financing by requiring that any amount appropriated in 
any one fiscal year in excess of the budget requests by the President carry with 
it a means of raising the revenue. 

First let me address myself to the imperfections of the proposal. 
It is inflexible. It would apply in years when the economy needs 
the stimulation of deficit financing. It doesn’t regulate the appropri 
ation bills which are passed earlier in the year, and it would cons: 
quently place a squeeze upon the bills which are acted upon later in 
the session. 

I admit these imperfections, but nevertheless I state that inflexible 
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far better than the present system, because over the years we in Con- 
gress on both sides of the aisle have a tendency to engage in what I 
call slippery arithmetic, and it 1s due largely to the things which 
\r. Ullman so ably pointed out, that this budget is a horse and rabbit 
stew that very few people in this whole country properly understand. 

As a result, you hear all sorts of figures bandied about. . For ex- 
ample, I have heard it said that the combined action of the 83d, 84th, 
and 80th Congresses was a reduction in budgetary requests of the 
President by some 22.6 billions of dollars. _ ; 

Technically, if you want to take one point of view, that 1s correct. 
It is about as correct as saying that you had an automobile with a 
bright shiny body, when someone overlooked putting the engine in 
it. 1tdoesn’t tell the whole story. Lacs 

Actually, it doesn’t take into consideration increased lending au- 
thorizations, and increased authority to incur obligations which we 
commonly refer to as back-door spending, and deficiency appropria- 
tions which restore earlier budget cuts. It doesn’t. take into account 
unrecommended tax cuts. It doesn’t take into account the failure to 
pass recommended tax increases. So I think that the figures which 
are passed around are utilized by a great many different people who 
serve their own purpose. The present system, to summarize, has in 
times of prosperity resulted in a gradual increase in the obligations 
of the United States as secured by Government bonds and negotiable 
instruments, and as represented by future obligations which this coun- 
try is committed to pay without further action on the part of the 
Congress. 

Now, to me this is a system which should be abhorrent to all of us 
when consistently in periods of good times we do allow this sort of 
thing to take place. If we don’t allow ourselves the luxury of using 
slippery artithmetic, we will have to admit that the obligations of the 
future taxpayers are going up each and every year, and I don’t think 
anyone can dispute that. I quote as my authority Mr. Stans, Di- 
rector of the Budget, whom I know is partisan at times, but who also 
is an eminent certified public accountant, and whom I think is a 
truthful man. 

Now, gentlemen, I have seen the system which I propose in practical 
operation. I was privileged to serve in the Legislature of California 
when our present Chief Justice, Earl Warren, was our Governor. I 
was privileged to work very closely with him. I admit that this 
practice which I propose was brought about not by statute, or not by 
the method which I propose, but the practical effect was exactly the 
same, because the Governor of California has the privilege of a line- 
item veto. 

Governor Warren, and his successor, Governor Knight, and his suc- 
cessor, Governor Brown, have religiously followed the practice of 
vetoing any item which is in excess of the budget or is a new expendi- 
ture which does not carry with it a revenue-producing measure. As 
a result, the State of California, I am proud to say, has been able to 
absorb a most tremendous population influx, build proper schools, and 
to build reasonably good roads which are all paid for. We have done 
this by following the very policy which I recommend today, which 
I say to you is imperfect, but which is cert ainly better than the system 
that we are operating under at the present time. On that basis I 

58926—60—4 
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again thank you for considering this, and respectfully urge vou 
sincere consideration. 4 

Chairman Dawson, Mr. Fascell. 

Mr. Fasceti. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have several questions that have occurred to me in this discussio, 
which my colleague has so ably presented. For example, on an ext, 
budgetary item—that is an appropriation made by Congress, not in th 
budget—why does the executive branch pay any attention to thy 
item? It has been suggested, for example, that the President shoul 
have an item veto. I am not so sure about that, because he doesn’t have 
to spend the money if he doesn’t want to. The department head doesn 
have to do it. The department head can’t even get the money unleg 
the Bureau of the Budget gives it to him after it has been appro. 
priated. Do you feel that any legislation is necessary with regpeq 
to the controlling of anonbudgetary appropriation ? 

Mr. Guprser. I feel this way, that regardless of which administm. 
tion happens to freeze funds which are voted in due process by the 
Congress of the United States, that it is wrong. We express the yi 
of the American people. I think we are the responsible body, and yw 
are the policymaking body. What we direct should be done by the 
executive branch. I also think that if it were more the policy thy 
the executive branch would be found to follow the policy set dow 
by Congress, there would be more responsibility on the part of 
Congress, too. 

Mr. Fascety. Then, as I understand it, you really don’t feel, as ap 


addition to your proposal, the President should have a line item veto | 


power ? 

Mr. Gusser. No; if he had the line item veto power, this would k 
completely meaningless and unnecessary. That, of course, I would 
prefer. 

Mr. Fascexyi. Now let me ask you about this other thought, and that 
is this: I don’t quite reconcile your position, frankly, on how you 
would support line-item veto, and then be against the administration 
not doing what Congress does regardless of the budget. 

Mr. Gusser. Because the line-item veto could come back to Con- 
gress, and we would have the possibility to override it through the 
means the Constitution prescribes. 

Mr. Fasceti. How does your proposal become effective in the face 
of an appropriation bill ? 

Mr. Gurser. Iam afraid I don’t understand the question. 

Mr. Fascetn. Well, in other words, when you pass an appropri 
tion bill, it is a new law. 

Mr. Gusser. That is right. 

Mr. Fasceti. And if it doesn’t do what your law says, then you 
law has been amended. 

Mr. Gusser. The part of the appropriation which would be in exces 
of the budget would be inoperative. 

Mr. Fascett. How can you do that? It is a subsequent act o 
Congress. 

Mr. Gusser. This is a resolution, as you see, and I would not ge 
into the question of which would take precedence. I would presume 
the public law would, so we could consider this more or less as8 
guidepost, which I will admit could probably be ignored at will. 
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Mr. FAsCELL. In other words, you would have a resolution in one 
Congress not binding on any other Congress. 

Mr. Gupser. Thatis correct. ’ 

Mr. Fascett. But you would like an expression of some Congress 
n the subject, and that is the purpose of your resolution ? 

Mr. Gusser. That is absolutely right. wi 

Mr. FASCELL. How about turning your proposal around, instead of 
utting a limitation in this fashion, why not put a limitation on 

S 


on expenditures ‘ 


Mr. Gupser. Mr. Fascell, I would be happy to see this Congress do 
anything along these lines, and if you could turn it around, turn it 
sidewise, or do anything that tends to get us away from the shppery 
arithmetic we have been using for so many years, I would be all for it. 

Mr. Fascenn. I am happy to hear you say that, and I concur witl 
you. I see no political capital, and 1 see a great deal of danger in 
everybody analyzing or interpreting the budget to suit themselves, be- 
use the sufferers of that process are the American people, 

That isall I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Dawson. Mr. Smith. ; 

Mr, Smira. Under your bill, now, suppose the first bill that went 
through, which is a bill to appropriate some money for something that 
was not in the President’s budget, would there have to be a tax bill 
with that, too ‘ 

Mr. Gupser. Not as I read it, no. 

Mr. SmrrH. It would depend, then, on whose bill was passed first ? 

Mr. Gupser. That is why I pointed out as an imperfection of the 
proposal the fact that there would be no restraint on t he earlier appro- 

riations of the session, and there would be a definite squeeze on the 
Cie probably. 

Mr. Smiru. The last one might be the defense appropriation bill, 
and you couldn’t pass it until you had the Ways and Means Committee 
compute—— ‘ 

Mr. Gupser. Unless Congress had used foresight throughout the 
session. 

Mr. Fasceti. And that foresight would be to pass the defense bill 
last. We would really then squeeze the last drops out of everything. 

Mr. Surrn. Well, for example, under this bill—so I will know how 
it operates—we will suppose that the total amount in the President's 
budget—that is what you are talking about—suppose that had been 
exceeded, and up comes the San Luis project we had here a couple of 
weeks ago. Then you would be against passing that until or unless 
the Ways and Means Committee passes another bill first, or how do 
you operate this? 

Mr. Gupser. Yes; I would, and I will say to you very frankly that 
this is an imperfect way of doing it, but what we are doing now is so 
imperfect that I think we have got to take some drastic means, and 
perhaps if we realize this, we would be a little careful in some of the 
earlier bills. 

Mr. Smirn. Well, as you know, that. bill was a controversial bill. 
Do you wait to see whether or not it is passed, first ? 

Mr. Gupser. Well, it was just an authorization bill, it was not an 
appropriation bill. 


ca 
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Mr. Smiru. Well, suppose it was the appropriation part. Woylg 
you wait to see whether or not you pass the appropriation before 
bringing the tax bill out ? 

Mr. Gusser. Appropriations for projects like the San Luis proj. 
ect are reasonably well estimated in advance, because they are limited 
by the engineering capability of those constructing the project. 

Mr. Smirxn. What you would do, then, is prohibit bringing it Up to 
a vote until after the tax bill had been passed. Then what if the vote 
fails, after you have levied the tax you fail to pass the appropriation} 

Mr. Gupser. In the case of San Luis, if the-normal custom js fol. 
lowed, undoubtedly next year if agreement is reached with the State of 
California and construction is ready to proceed, the Bureau of 
Reclamation will submit the estimate of what it needs, and it is usually 
realistic, and this will be in the President’s budget with no need to ex. 
ceed it. 

Mr. Smrru. In California, did you put all this in one bill ? 

Mr. Gupser. Yes; we have one budget bill in California, which js 
of course a different situation. 

Mr. Surry. That is what I was getting at, it seems complicated here 
where we have the Ways and Means Committee to come forward with 
one bill. Appropriations with another, and you can’t get everything 
in one bill. 

Mr. Fasceti. I have seen a process which had a single appropria- 
tion bill, and also a process that allowed the placing of a tax measure 
with a nonbudgeted item and pass them jointly. 

Mr. Smiru. We can’t do that under our rules. 

Mr. Fascetit. And with separate committees involved in this case, 
an Appropriations Committee and a Tax Committee. 

Mr. Smirnu. That would make sense, but under our rules we can’t do 
that. 

Mr. Fascetz. There are a lot of factors in this thing, no doubt, and 
you have brought them out very well in your questioning. 

Mr. Smirn. That is all [ have. 

Mr. Gupser. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Dawson. Mr. Taylor. 

Mr. Taytor. I have a brief statement here in support, in general, of 
Congressman Ullman’s bill 5135, on behalf of the AFL-CIO. If the 
Chair feels the time is available, I will read it. I will leave it up to 
his judgment. 

Chairman Dawson. We are liable to hear the bells at any time to go 
on the floor, so if you would introduce it for the record, we will con- 
sider it when we meet in executive session. 

Mr. Tayxor. All right, sir. I think copies have been made avail- 
able. Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JIM WRIGHT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Wricut. Mr. Chairman, I only learned of these hearings this 
morning. It is necessary to run if we are going to stand still these 
days. Having heard some of the discussion in the committee propos 
ing to create a systematic plan of debt retirement, and being the author 
of a bill now pending in the Ways and Means Committee, which 
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would mv a similar effect, I thought it worthwhile for me to come 
isten 1n. 

ra like to say this with respect to H.R. 5203 and companion 
bills, that having only read the language in the bills I think they 
are the step in the right direction. Let me give you in a few words 
my response from the general public as a result of my having intro- 
duced last year a bill which would commit the Congress to paying not 
Jess than 1 percent of the outstanding public debt each year. 

I have been completely amazed, and extremely pleased with the 
uniformity of good response and the volume of response that I re- 
ceived from people of all kinds. I think the American people have a 
guilt complex about this public debt, and the fact that in these times 
of relative peace and prosperity we continue to increase this debt. 

There is among the public, I think, a dawning awareness of the 
fact that interest charges alone on this debt are becoming an enormous 
item of deadweight until today, standing at somewhere in the neigh- 
borhood of $9 billion annually, they are consuming about 11 cents 
out of every tax dollar that the American taxpayer pays. 

I think, briefly, our situation, as we have followed it in the last 
few years, may be compared with that of a family which says, “Well, 
let’s wait until the end of the month and see if perchance we have 
something left with which to pay on our debts.” 

Now, if I were to do this in my family, and I dare say if the average 
Member were to do this in his family, he would find, alas, at the end 
of the month he had already spent everything available and didn’t have 
anything left to pay on his debts, and this in fact has been the experi- 
ence of our Government in the last few years. 

The average family has discovered that it makes sense to set aside 
a specific amount initially, and pay that at the first of the month on 
its installments and its mortgage, and then to live on what is left, or if 
more is needed to find some additional source of income with which 
to meet these additional needs rather than simply continuing to let 
the debt mount. 

I did a little amortization study based upon two assumptions, first 
that we would not increase the debt, but would simply continue to 
pay the mandatory interest obligations every year, and second, that 
the interest rate would stay at its present level, and would not continue 
to rise. 

Based upon those assumptions, I discovered these things, that if 
we were to pay 1 percent of the public debt each year, of the principal, 
along with the interest payments, in a period of 28 years we would 
reach a point at which we were paying less on principal and payments 
of interest on the unpaid balance than we are paying today on the 
interest alone on the whole debt. I discovered, secondly, that if we 
paid it off no more rapidly than at 1 percent a year, which would 
amortize the debt in a hundred years, that at the end of this 100 
years it would have cost us less by some $485 billion to pay it off 
than it would cost us simply to owe it and continue to pay the in- 
terest on what we presently owe for this next 100 years. 

I would like to ask permission of this group, if you are seriously 
considering taking some step in this direction, to file with vou some 
copies of editorial response that. has occurred throughout the coun- 
try, and it is quite general in some 55 or 60 metropolitan daily news- 
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papers that I have seen in regard to this particular matter, [¢ ] 
might have that privilege, I think they might be interesting to yoy 
as an indication of the public readiness to make some sacrifices, jf 
necessary, to begin an orderly and systematic method of paying it 
off. I have no particular pride of authorship in my bill, which js jp 
another committee, but I am grateful to you for letting me come op 
the spur of the moment and sit in with you and talk about this 
matter, and if anybody’s bill is reported which would purport to make 
a step in this direction, I would like to enlist in your army and try 
to get it passed. 

Chairman Dawson. Any questions, Mr. Fascell ? 

Mr. Fascetu. No, Mr. Chairman; but our colleague has had a long 
interest in this thing. Asa matter of fact, I think he probably intro. 
duced the first bill that I recall dealing on the subject and, as usyg] 
presents his thoughts very ably. 

I trust that we will do something. 

Mr. Wrieur. I think it would be a very salutary thing and well 
received by the general public if you were to do so. 

Chairman Dawson. We thank you very much, and we will look 
forward to getting that information to include in our report. We 
have also received additional statements from other Members of Cop. 
gress and these will be made part of the record at this point. 

(Editorials placed in the record by Hon. Jim Wright, a Representa. 
tive in Congress from the State of ‘Texas, follow :) 


[From the Fort Worth Star-Telegram, Feb. 11, 1959] 
Tue NATIONAL Dest SHovutpD BE Parip 


What with Walter Reuther demanding increased Government spending and 
the proposed next Federal budget already thrown out of balance by Congress, 
the prospects for approval of Congressman Wright’s resolution for orderly retire 
ment of the national debt do not seem very promising. 

But even in introducing the proposal the Texas Representative has performed 
a public service, for he has reminded the American people of the tremendous 
weight of debt under which the National Government is attempting to operate 
and of the necessity of reducing it if ultimate bankruptcy is to be avoided. 

Congressman Wright’s proposal, despite the poor light in which his colleagues 
are likely to regard it, is eminently practical. It calls for retirement of the 
$285 billion debt over a period of 100 years at a rate of $2.8 billion a year. 

sefore other Members of the Congress dismiss the suggestion as politically 
undesirable and a poor substitute for vote-wheedling spending programs, they 
should reflect upon what the political situation may be if the debt continues to 
rise and repudiation becomes the only way out. 

The fact that an entire century would be required under the Wright resolution 
to correct what war and governmental irresponsibility have brought about ina 
quarter of a century is a measure of the improvidence under which the national 
establishment has been operated. 

A hundred years of paying back what is owed is a mighty long time, but we 
owe a mighty big debt, far beyond anything which any government ever owned 
before. The interest rate alone is costing the taxpayer more than $8 billion a 
year. 

The debt would be serious enough if it had no other effect upon the economy 
than that of the requirement to pay the heavy interest charge. But its presence, 
and the constant fact of budgetary deficits in the effort to keep political wheels 
turning, has profoundly disturbed American economics. The debt is a super 
charger of inflation, and inflation has so weakened the value of the U.S. dollar 
that it is worth less than half what it was worth 20 years ago. 

Clearly no greater fallacy was ever uttered than that advanced when the great 


debt was in the early processes of creation, that it was of no moment because | 
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” 


owe the money to ourselves.” Debt is debt, whether it is publie or private. 


wo obligation has to be discharged sometime, in some manner—by honest 
vpeyment by erosion of the people’s savings through inflation, or by outright 
re rome 
repudiation. 


e far from the last, but we are engaging in the second under political 
nemisms, and we are dodging the first. To undertake the honest and orderly 
be. ent of the debt would produce great economic benefits long before the 
A ireelf were fully repaid. Confidence in Federal fiscal integrity would return 
or short time and a powerful influence would be brought to bear against the 
«fott 7 processes. 
ear needed now is a start toward debt retirement under a program of 
budgeted annual repayments, instead of a program of annual budget deficits that 
are added to the sui already owed. This Nation, unless it returns to financial 
responsibility, can destroy itself as it destroys the people’s money. There is no 
reason, except political cowardice, for postponing such a program as Congressman 
Wright proposes. 


We ar 





[From the Courier-Times-Telegraph, Mar. 8, 1959] 
SENSIBLE PROPOSALS ON THE NATIONAL DEBT 


Two youthful Texas Congressmen have introduced a bill in Congress that 
offers a slow but sure solution of the financial dilemma that faces our Federal 
Government on the issue of the national debt. 

At the end of February, our national public debt stood at the staggering figure 
of $285,495,075,863—and that, ladies and gentlemen, is just about $285.5 billion, 
if the long string of numerals throws you. 

Representatives James C. Wright of Fort Worth, and Frank N. Ikard of 
Wichita Falls are authors of the new bill. It is a simple one. 

It would require the Secretary of the Treasury, by law, to budget a 1-percent 
payment on the national debt every year. 

It would not preclude, of course, a larger payment when such larger payment 
was made possible by surpluses—which are rareties in these days of “big 
government.” 

Approval of this bill, plus adoption of a pay-as-you-go plan for the Federal 
Government similar to that used by the State of Texas and several other States 
and long urged by this newspaper, would be big steps forward in putting our 
Nation back on a sound fiscal footing. 

With only the 1-percent payment made every year, we would be out of the 
red ink in 100 years. That’s 1 percent per year on the present debt, of course. 
Payment of 1 percent per year on the balance would leave more than $100 billion 
still due at the end of a century, and mathematically the debt could never be 
retired in this manner. 

By making a payment of $2.85 billion a year for a whole century, we can 
correct the mess we’ve gotten our Government into in the relatively short span 
of less than 30 years. 

Representatives Ikard and Wright have come up with some rather astounding 
figures in applying the rule of commonsense to our national debt—an approach, 
let us hasten to add, that is all too rare in governmental circles. 

As you must surely know, it takes a whopping amount of money every year 
from our national budget just to “service” the debt we’ve already accumulated— 
that means pay the interest on it. Payment of this interest now makes up the 
second largest item in the national budget, second only to the national defense. 

You may not believe this, but the cold figures as cited by Messrs. Wright and 
Ikard prove it: If we pay 1 percent of the present debt each year for 100 years, 
plus interest on the balance, it will cost us a total of $778 billion to retire the 
debt completely. 

If we pay nothing but the interest on the debt each year for 100 vears—and 
our Government has to do that—we will pay out a total amount of $980 billion 
in 100 years, and still have that same $285.5 billion debt hanging over the 
heads of our great-grandchildren. 

This mandatory debt retirement policy, plus a mandatory requirement of a 
balanced budget in each subsequent fiscal year after this one, would constitute 
one of the cheapest and soundest investments this country ever could make in our 


national defense against communism. 
Why? 
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It is well known that the Kremlin is depending upon the ultim 
collapse of the Western democracies for final Communist victory. 
mental Marx—let the capitalists spend their way into bankruptcy. 

That is the “why” of the economic cold war. 

Nothing can help an economy collapse more rapidly than a staggering load f 
debt. Ask any man in business—or ask anyone who has to struggle with q hie 
hold budget. 

Now our public debt could be retired more rapidly than can be accomplishes 
through the Wright-Ikard proposal. And it should be, with adequate attention 
to the fact that overly drastic measures could likewise wreck our economy, 

But the 1 percent per year retirement plan would be only an annual drop in 
the budget bucket. To make such a gentle approach to fiscal soundness manda. 
tory is certainly good sense—with every effort also being put forth to iNCreage 
the debt retirement payment when it can be logically done, as so often jg the 
case. 

The Wright-Ikard proposal should go hand in hand with a law—or constitn. 
tional amendment, if that be required—that would put the National Government 
on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

The two would go far toward curing our hot national case of Federa] fever 
They would bulwark our Nation in what figures to be a long economic struggle 
with the Communist dictatorships. They make sound fiscal sense. ; 

If you think these measures have merit, it might help if you clip this editorial 
and mail it to your Congressman and Senators with a note that you approve of 
them, If Congress gets a clear idea that this is the way American People feel 
about our mounting debt burden, chances are better that they will take actigy 
along the lines outlined here. 
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[From the Greenville Piedmont, Mar. 30, 1959] 


Micut TAKE 100 Years To Work Out—Texas SoLon Tries To Cur Appatung 
U.S. Dest 


(By James Marlow) 


WasuHiInetTon (AP).—Many a man has looked at the national debt—big ag 
mountain in dollar bills—and asked himself : “How can we cut it down to pebble 
size?” 

The latest to look and be appalled is Representative James C. Wright, Jr., 36, 
a Texas Democrat. He has an idea which might take 100 years to work out. 
But he thinks its better than just sitting and looking. 

Although Wright stuck a needle in the national conscience, and one Hous 
Member after another arose to applaud him, nothing is likely to come of the idea 
except that it may be enshrined in a place set aside for noble thoughts. 

The national debt now is $285 billion. This year the government will have to 
pay $8,100 million in interest on it, without knocking off a dime on the principal, 

Wright, like others hates to think of that going on indefinitely. He told the 
House that with interest rates going up, the Government soon will probably be 
paying $9,800 million a year in interest, if we just assume the total debt remains 
unchanged and does not get even higher than it is now. 

So Wright said: “This means that if things go along exactly as they have been 
going without any more increase in the national debt and without still another 
jump in the interest rates, in 29 years we shall have paid the total amount of the 
debt and still owe every penny of it.” 

Wright suggests Congress tell the Treasury Department to set aside each year 
1 percent of the present national debt of $285 billion—or $2,850 million a year—to 
pay off the principal. 


This, Wright figures, would be cutting down not only on the size of the debt | 


each year but on the interest, too. 

Using a $283 billion debt figure, which is now the permanent debt ceiling—the 
temporary ceiling until July 1 is higher than that—Wright told the House: “In 
100 years we could completely retire the debt by paying $495 billion in interest 
and $283 billion in principal, or a total of $778 billion. 


“But if we pay nothing on the debt itself, the interest alone for 100 years 


will be $980 billion, and we will still owe the debt of $283 billion, or a total of 
$1.263 trillion.” 


The only trouble with the idea—if it was going to work on schedule—is that for | 


100 years the Government would have to balance its budget and not go further 
into debt. 
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But it hasn’t been doing that. The budget or cost of running the Government, 
has been going up. While this year President Eisenhower is making a try at 
d et-balancing, the chances are he won’t make it. , 
bu ge pudget this year called for spending $77 billion and he estimated the Gov- 
he would take in through taxes and other revenue $77,100 million or $100 
Se , more coming in than going out. But even those estimates included 
pes postal rates and gasoline taxes, and some other changes Congress isn’t 
likely tomake. — ; ii eid ' vsti 
For Wright’s idea to work—that is, for the Government to spend every year 
around $2,850 million on paying off on the debt—the Government would have to 
be taking in more than it spent. é f ; 
How could it do that? In only one of two ways: either by reducing spending 
or getting more income or revenue, which would mean raising taxes. But Gov- 
ernment spending seems pretty sure to be going up, not down. And new taxes 


aren’t popular. 


[From the Abilene Reporter-News, Abilene, Tex., Apr. 18, 1959] 
CHEAPER To PAY OFF Our Dest THAN OwE IT 


Year after year, Congress after Congress, administration after administration, 
lipservice has been paid to the thesis that we must begin to pay off the national 
debt and start to get out from under the crushing burden of interest payment, 
which will amount in the new fiscal year to more than $8 billion, a sum equal to 
one-third of all that we owed at the end of the First World W ar. 

We were well on the way to paying off the World War I debt—it had been cut 
down from around $24 billion to around $16 billion by the mid-1920’s—when an 
era of high tariffs, tax reductions, and income tax refunds reversed the trend 
and brought on the big boom followed by the big bust. ; 

The national debt stands today at $283 billion. Time after time the debt ceil- 
ing has had to be raised so all the camels could get under the tent. 

Why? For want of a fiscal program aimed peculiarly at debt reduction. 

Congressman Jim Wright of the Fort Worth district introduced early in the 
first session of the 86th Congress a resolution which, if adopted and carried 
out with singleness of purpose, would eventually whittle the national debt to 
manageable size. 

It expresses ‘the sense of Congress that the national debt should be reduced 
annually by an amount not less than 1 per centum of the total’ now outstand- 
ing, and that the Secretary of the Treasury should include such an amount 
in any request for funds to pay any obligatory interest payments which become 
due and payable. 

He suggested that the plan be implemented beginning with fiscal 1961 and 
continued “without interruption until the total national debt now outstanding 
is retired.” Estimated cost allocated to principal and interest, about $2.8 billion 
per annum. 

Congressman Wright sees in the trend to higher interest that the Government 
will soon be paying at the rate of $9.8 billion a year, assuming the total debt 
remains unchanged. 

It is, he declares, cheaper to pay, than to owe. 

“In profound but simple terms,” he said in submitting his plan, “these figures 
reveal the amazing and yet inescapable fact that it is more than $485 billion 
cheaper to pay off the debt in 100 years than it would be simply to continue 
paying the interest for that period of time. 

We don’t know what chance Congressman Wright’s resolution has at this ses- 
sion, but we imagine very little chance. “Balancing the budget,” which is 
meaningless in the long haul, a mere matter of bookkeeping, should give way to 
a new slogan, “Start paying off the national debt ; it’s cheaper that way.” 


TEXANS WouLp ENp INCREASE IN PUBLIC DEBT 


(By Bascom N. Timmons) 


Two young Members of Congress have come up with an idea of paying off the 
national debt. 
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That 2 Members of Congress out of 534 should bring forth a proposal that th 
Federal Government not only begin living within its income but also begin payi 
the bills of World War I and World War II is no reason to stop the Presses anj 
replate first pages of the country’s newspapers. 


The proposal has been received so calmly that no radio or television chain | 


interrupted a popular program to give the country the glad tidings. 
There are probably many Members of Congress who believe the country onght 
to start getting out of debt for two global wars, the Korean conflict, a contingjy 


cold war, a depression which began in 1929 and a recession which began in 1957 | 


But the duo which proposes to do something about it are both young men of 
rock-jawed determination and their congressional connections are good. 

They are both Texans, which is no disadvantage in the present Congressiong} 
setup. In fact, Texans have exerted great influence in every Democratic admin. 
istration beginning with that of Grover Cleveland. 

Texans also have wielded strong congressional influence even in the Harding 
Coolidge, Hoover, and Eisenhower Republican administrations. : 

Being Texans the two young Representatives, James C. Wright, of Fort Worth 
and Frank N. Ikard, of Wichita Falls, are Democrats. ’ 

So is Representative Bob Casey, of Houston, who made his first speech ip the 
House in favor of the Wright-Ikard bill. 

This also is encouraging for it is the Democratic Party which is widely credited 


with harboring a thought that the Nation is in some sort of a fairyland Where 


debts need never be paid. 

Wright is 37 and in his fifth year in Congress, Ikard is 45 and in his seventh 
year. 

Ikard is a member of the powerful Ways and Means Committee and one of his 
distinguished constituents at one time was Secretary of the Treasury Robert BR, 
Anderson. Wright, like Ikard, is a man of ability and on his way up in the 
House. 

Here is what Wright and Ikard propose to do. 

The national debt has reached the astronomical sum of $283 billion. On that 
debt the Nation is paying interest of $8,100 million yearly, and which with 
increased interest rates may soon go to $9,800 million a year. 

Wright in a statement pointing out that “it is cheaper to pay than to owe,” 
emphasized that if there is no reduction in the next 28 years we will have paid 
out in interest an amount equal to the debt without having reduced the debt 
itself by one penny. 

So Wright and Ikard propose that the Government live within its income and 
yearly earmark 1 percent of what the Nation owes for debt retirement. 

That would not break any speed records in debt payment. It would in fact 
take 100 years to do it. 

But no one can overestimate the psychological effect of a determined and 
systematic effort to pay off the Federal debt. 

“One hundred years is, of course, a long time,” said Ikard, “but the adoption 
of a definite plan for payment would be a beginning and now is the time that we 
should get started. 

“During the past 4 years the debt ceiling has been increased four times and 
only once since World War IT has there been any debt reduction.” 

Ikard and Wright have already introduced a joint resolution to accomplish the 
debt-paying plan. 

Hearings on the subject will be scheduled by the Ways and Means Committee, 


[From the Fort Worth Star-Telegram, Feb. 28, 1959] 
Dest PAYMENT OR DriFrT TO REPUDIATION 


Congressman Wright, after an interlude for the proposal to soak in, has te 
newed his insistence that the Federal Government must without further delay 
face the issue of national debt retirement. 

Mr. Wright, who has been joined by Representative Ikard, also of Texas, 8 
cosponsor of a bill to establish a 100-year debt repayment program, asserts 
that the public response to his suggestion indicates a willingness to assume the 
sacrifices and inconveniences involved in the payment of $2.8 billion a year to 
the $286 billion debt principal. 
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issue is not faced once and for all, he has told his colleagues in the 
If eae shall never find it convenient or expedient when gaged in the crisis 


ee sceeent to assign a top priority to debt retirement. Until we have already 
of ae that bridge and resolutely set our feet in the path of regular annual pay- 
cross 


sided yer find a good time to pay off the debt.” 
ments we shall ne peculiar in the matiar of the debt is the fact that most 

Wnt of Congress realize the necessity of some such program as Mr. Wright 
Members d, but seemingly thrust from their minds the responsibility for turning 
bes —_ to action. As time passes, management of a huge and growing debt 
thought coe progressively more difficult and its presence more menacing to the 
ane and economic stability of the United States. 

Sie House is now being asked to signify is its opposition to a drift into 
ent repudiation, which assuredly will appear if the debt continues to grow 
et thing is done toward its orderly retirement. Inflation which past policies 
oe financing of the Federal Government have created and aggravated is 
a form of repudiation. If the American people, because of inactivity on 
os part of Congress toward meeting its fiscal responsibilities, should lose confi- 
dence in the ability of the Government to preserve the value of money or its 
interest in doing so, the result would be disastrous. 

It is not enough merely to balance a paper budget and to continue to provide 
the $8 billion a year in interest payments on the colossal debt. As long as the 
debt remains as a great weight hanging over the American economy, the danger 
to stability will continue to exist. W hat must be achieved before it is too late 
js simple political honesty. If, paradoxically, that may seem a political liability, 
Congress may reflect that it is easier to prevent the wreckage of a Nation than 
to repair it. 


[Fort Worth Star-Telegram, Feb. 13, 1959] 
AN END TO EVASION OF NATIONAL DEBT 


During the buildup of the national debt in the depression years, it was freely 

stated as a form of justification that debt reduction should and would come in 
the prosperous years. Yet in the wartime boom of the early 1940’s, when the 
debt was skyrocketing, Congress evaded the admonition of President Roosevelt 
and GOP Leader Willkie that the debt climb should be slowed by higher taxes. 
Further evasion has been evident in the fact that deficits have developed in 24 
of the last 28 years and a $12 billion deficit is in prospect for the current fiscal 
year. 
Representative Wright of Fort Worth has revived the obligation of debt re- 
duction in our thinking by his proposal of a systematic plan of applying toward 
retirement of the debt principal an annual amount not less than 1 percent of 
the current indebtedness. He points out that interest alone on the national 
obligation soon will be $9.8 billion. The debt now amounts to almost $286 
billion. 

An obligation of that magnitude would require years to pay, as Mr. Wright 
recognizes in his 100-year amortization plan. But the interest cost would be 
lowered steadily as the debt declined. Another major consideration is that a 
brake would be put on inflation, which would mean an immediate saving for the 
people. 

A grave concern is that the steady rise in the debt in prosperous years risks 
a breakdown in our national credit and a progressively depreciated dollar. The 
Nation is marching down the primrose path of ruinous inflation, and should 
make a complete aboutface. The Wright proposal would furnish the necessary 
pivot. 

It should be possible to enlist bipartisan cooperation for systematic debt 
reduction. Senator Saltonstall, Massachusetts Republican, made a similar pro- 
posal a few years ago, but deplorably received little support for his plan. The 
hard fact is that debt reduction would require prudent spending rather than the 
profligacy of recent years. It might necessitate higher taxes for the present. 

These exactions boil down to the requirement that Congress and the adminis- 
tration have the fortitude to cope with a serious national problem before it is 
too late. The financial condition of the National Government is not far short of 
critical, if the full implications are recognized. Spartan courage is not de- 
manded of the people but only a start toward retiring the huge national debt, 


which is a harsh heritage for posterity and should not be allowed to become 
catastrophic in its effect. 
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[From the Landman, February 1959] 
Wricut’s RIGHT | 


The Landman is pleased to publish the remarks by Congressman Jin Wri 
on the following pages. The statement by Wright was made February Ar 
connection with the bill introduced by him calling for the orderly amortization 
of the national debt. mt 

Many of Congressman Wright’s remarks will be surprising to Landmep 

The bill introduced by him is one which is deserving of support by AAPLer 
individually and collectively. Here is a program which affects every productin | 
American, his family, his company, and the very destiny of his beloved Nation 

Fiscal stability and integrity of credit is as desirable and necessar 
nation as for a business institution. 

No Landman would pride himself on being associated with a company Which 
had progressively gone deeper and deeper into debt for almost two generations 
None would dedicate his life energies and the security sought for his declining 
years to a company that had no expressed desire or plan on the part of its 
management group to control the liquidation of its indebtedness. 

The stability of the American economy should be a matter that transcends 
party lines and platforms. More than lipservice is required on the part of our 
public servants if we are to rid ourselves of the monetary leukemia known 
inflation. ; 

Try a little test with yourself. Put down your annual earnings of 19 or 
20 years ago, deduct the tax you paid then. Do the same thing for last year 
Subtract and discount the balance for the percentage of dollar devaluation for 
the intervening period. The result is how far you are ahead for the period 
Try it. You will be amazed and readily see the practical orderliness of Wright's 
plan and that its end result is both highly desirable and realistic. 

How about it, Landmen? Get aggressively busy and active in your cop. 
munity in behalf of this legislation which will see an increased amount of your 
earnings and those of your company and children preserved in future years 

* * « * * * + 


Y for a 


[From the Greenville Piedmont, Mar. 3, 1959] 
Wovutp THuey REALLY? 


Representative Jim Wright, a studious Congressman from Texas, has come 
up with figures indicating that in the next 28 years interest will be paid equal 
to the total amount of the present national debt, but Uncle Sam will still owe 
the whole principal. 

That, says Representative Wright, is neither nice nor necessary—in view of 
which he holds up the bright promise of retiring the national debt over the next 
100 years, at an end saving of more than $485 billion. 

Mr. Wright would do this simply by paying on the $283 billion principal each 
year an amount equal to not less than 1 percent of the present debt. By keeping 
everlastingly at the program, he goes on, year by year both the principal and 
the interest decrease. 

And at the end of a round century the Government is out of the red, and 
there’s plenty of money available for highways, soil projects, water resources 
and whatever fine things Congressmen may have in mind 100 years from now. 

Representative Wright’s exciting prospectus makes passing mention of the 
fact that during the last 4 years the temporary debt ceiling has been extended 
three times and once raised permanently. 

This would have to stop, of course, along with increased spending, more Gov- 
ernment services and a lot of the other fiscal business that has been in progress 
for some time. They are details, however, that could doubtless be worked out. 

Or could they? 


[From the Fort Worth Press, Mar. 4, 1959] 


Two Texans Potnt Up AN ASTONISHING PLAN 


At the close of business last Friday, the Government’s debt stood at 
$285,495,075,863. This is approximately as high as it ever has been. On the 
same date last year it was $274 billion. 
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The debt is blamed on World War II, and most of it was incurred then. But 
t the end of the war it was $269 billion and by 1948 it had been reduced to 
a : 

§252 ie it is so high now? Because the Government has continued to 
S one than it took in. And because nobody has done anything about 
tiring the debt. , , sane ellie) ae oe 

Now two young Texas Cong essmen have a plan. They have introduced a 
bill to require the Secretary of the Treasury, by law, to budget each year a 1 

reent payoff on the debt. = 4 2 ; : 
The analysis worked out by James C. Wright (Fort Worth) and Frank N. 
Ikard (Wichita Falls) in support of their plan is astonishing if you haven’t 
thought of it before. : — — se 

If the Government doesn’t pay off any of the debt in 28 years it will have 
jaid out in interest an amount equal to the debt and still owe every penny of it. 

If it paid off only 1 percent a year, in 100 years the whole debt would be 
retired for $778 billion, principal and interest. But if it paid nothing on the 
principal for 100 years, the cost to the taxpayers in that time would be $980 
pillion and we would still owe the debt. ; 

That is, our grandchildren, and great grandchildren and great-great-grand- 
children, who had nothing to do with incurring the debt, still would owe it. 
It doesn’t take a financial wizard to prove how ridiculous, and unconstitutional, 
this would be. It’s simple arithmetic. ; 

Mr. Wright says it will take some self-discipline to get started on this plan. 
Is that too much to ask of Washington? Unless we start now, he says, we'll 
never find a good time for paying off the debt. 

“To expect some vague, future Utopia in which it will somehow be easy to 
reduce this obligation suddenly and dramatically,’ Mr. Wright told the House, 
“would be to live in a fool’s paradise.” 

Washington is living in it now. 


[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer, Mar. 18, 1959] 


He Wants To PAy 1 PERCENT OF THE Dest Hacu YEAR 


We all know persons who have borrowed money under terms that, in retrospect, 
seemed pretty steep. By the time the debt was cleared up, the borrower may 
have found that his interest payments and other charges amounted to 50 percent 
of the loan, even 100 percent or more—that is, he had to pay back half again as 
much as he had borrowed, or twice as much. 

But few individuals, even Congressmen, are weighing the consequences of the 
weight of the interest bills which Uncle Sam is having to pay. That interest bill 
in the administration budget for the coming fiscal year is set at $8.1 billion, or 
more than 10 percent of the $77 billion spending proposed. That means 10 
percent of all the withholding and other Federal taxes you pay; 10 percent of 
the U.S. taxes paid by corporations in which you may own stock, 10 percent of 
all the taxes paid by companies whose products you buy, all those 10 percents 
just go to defray that whopping interest bill. 

Uncle Sam, true, doesn’t have to pay the interest rate that an individual does 
togetaloan. But his interest rates have been going up, nevertheless. 

And the amazing fact is that Uncle Sam, if his nephews in Congress and else- 
where don’t correct their fiscal practices, is going to have to pay nearly a trillion 
dollars (that’s 1,000 billion) in interest alone in the next 100 years—and still 
have on his shoulders the whole national debt of $283 billion, or whatever it will 
have grown to. 

One Congressman who is worried about this arithmetic is Representative Jim 
Wright, of Texas, who has introduced House Concurrent Resolution 79 lay- 
ing down the principle that the Nation should pay off, besides the interest, 
1 percent of the total present national debt of $283 billion each year for the next 
100. Here’s what he says the consequences will be: 

“In 100 years we could completely retire the debt by paying $495 billion in 
interest and $283 billion of principal, or a total of $778 billion. But if we pay 
nothing on the debt itself, the interest alone for 100 years will be $980 billion, 
and we will still owe the debt of $283 billion, or a total of $1.263 trillion.” 

Wright’s proposal makes so much sense that a lot of people ought to be writing 
their Congressmen telling them to pay some attention to it rather than to seeing 
how they can run up an extra deficit of 2, 3, or 4 billion in 1959—60’s fiscal year. 
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A late New Dealer once uttered a statement to the effect of “What's a fe 
millions?’ One day soon a Congressman is going to say: “What’s a f, 


Ww lousy | 


as = : hres CW longs 
billions?’ unless the people demand more financial responsibility. nay 
[From the Tampa Times, Mar. 20, 1959] 
Texas DEMOCRATS OFFER DEBT REDUCTION PLAN 
The situation on Federal taxes and our huge national debt is getting so tops 
turvy that you can’t tell the politicians without a program. va 


For example, many Republicans, from President Eisenhowe 
Saying that the Democrats are “spenders and wasters.” 

It must be admitted that the Democratic-controlled Congress has been mop 
generous than the Republican administration in requests for funds in measures 
like the housing and airport bills. Yet, when Democratic Senators anq Repra 
sentatives talk about trimming the Eisenhower foreign aid bill, administr 
officials insist it can’t be cut even a little bit without doing damage to our yn 
security. 

On the other hand, the Republicans have talked a good fight about the necesgity 
of reducing the Federal debt. But it has remained for two Democratic Repra 
sentatives from Texas to propose a definite debt reduction plan to this Congress 

Representatives James Wright and Frank Ikard have pointed out that the 
American people are “ready for the self-discipline necessary to carry out such 4 
program.” ‘They have called for passage of a bill that would require an annual 
reduction of 1 percent in the debt. If it were on the books now, for instang 
the $283 billion debt would have to be reduced by $2.8 billion this year, 

“In 100 years,” Representative Wright said, “We could completely retire th 
debt by paying $495 billion in interest and $283 billion of principal, a totaj ¢ 
$778 billion. But if we pay nothing on the debt itself, the interest alone for 19) 
years would be $980 billion, and we will still owe the debt of $283 billion, or, 
total of $1.263 trillion.” 

The Texas legislators admit that their program would require some sacrifices | 
But they are so right in emphasizing the fact that the United States cannot | 
continue indefinitely piling more and more on an already burdensome debt. 

There may be some ground for criticism that the plan is too rigid in that jt 
would require a fixed annual cut. We feel more leeway should be provided ip 
case of emergency. 

But the overall idea is sensible and sound. We commend the Texas Democrats 
and the thinking behind their program. It is a plan that deserves to be sup 
ported strongly by all Members of Congress regardless of party affiliation. 
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[From the Telegraph-Herald, Dubuque, Iowa] 
CouLp THEY? 


Representative Jim Wright, a student Congressman from Texas, has come 
with figures indicating that in the next 28 years interest will be paid equal to the 
amount of the present national debt, but Uncle Sam will still owe the whole 
principal. 

That, says Representative. Wright,.is-neither nice nor necessary—in view of 
which he holds up the bright picture of retiring the national debt over the 
next 100 years, at an end saving of more than $485 billion. 

Wright would do this simply by paying on the $283 billion principal each 
year an amount equal to not less than 1 percent of the present debt. By keep 
ing everlastingly at the program, he goes on, year by year both the principal and 
the interest decrease. 

And at the end of a round century the Government is out of the red, and 
there’s plenty of money available for highway, soil projects, water resources, 
and whatever fine things Congressmen may have in mind 100 years from now. 

Representative Wright’s exciting prospectus makes passing mention of the 
fact that during the last 4 years the temporary debt ceiling has been extendel 
three times and once raised permanently. 

This would have to stop, of course, along with increased spending, more Gor 
ernment services and a lot of the other fiscal business that has been in progress | 
for some time. They are details, however, that could doubtless be worked out | 

Or could they ? 
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[From the Kansas City Daily Drovers Telegram] 
WHEN Do WE Face UP To THIS? 


We'd like to offer a rousing cheer for Congressman Jim Wright, of Texas. He 

1 up in the House the other day and offered a concurrent resolution calling 

Se rcelaaing a systematic program of reducing the national debt. His sugges- 

a 's that we set aside a sum equivalent to 1 percent of more of the national 

set ‘cae year to retire the principal. That would mean starting with $2.8 

pillion, since the debt amounts to $283 billion. At that rate it would take some- 

thing less than 100 years to pay It off. sut in the process we taxpayers (and our 
children and their children) would be saved around $485 biltion. 

The Congressman should have a pat on the back for daring to propose such 
a thing. His plan, or something like it, ought to be implemented without delay, 
while the Nation is in a period of prosperity and can logically contemplate 
doing something about ridding itself on this monstrous debt which hangs over 
the heads of us (as W ell as future generations yet unborn ys 

Some will ask why we should begin to retire this debt. There are many peo- 
ple who sincerely believe there is no point in worrying about it, since Uncle Sam 
is not broke and can get along as long as his assets and revenues are on such a 
tremendous scale. They argue that the need for spending is far greater as a 
stimulant and stabilizer than is the need for debt reduction. _ 

Yes, probably the Nation can continue to live with the national debt. But 
commonsense cries out for a saner course. There may come a day when we can 
no longer live with it. Why shouldn’t we begin at once to prepare for the possi- 
bility of such a day, which history tells us is almost certain to come? Why, 
we may also ask, should this debt with staggering principal and interest be car- 
ried along as a permanent burden when none of us, in his personal or business 
life, considers such economics sound. As individuals we work, scrimp, and save 
feverishly to reduce the principal of any debt we contract, in order to get out 
from under at at the earliest possible moment. 

There are other reasons why it is logical to begin the reduction of this debt. 
One of them is cost. The interest charges on a debt of $283 billion cannot be 
minimized—they are immense. During the next fiscal year the interest on the 
debt will be $8.1 billion. And if the average rate increases to 3.5 percent as 
seems likely, it will climb to $9.9 billion. Assuming we make no move to reduce 
the debt, in less than 30 years we will pay as much in interest as the debt is today 
but we will still owe all of it. 

Another reason for concern over the debt is the eroding effect it has on the 
credit of the Federal Government. There appears to be a growing lack of en- 
thusiasm for Government securities among investors. This is true of both those 
who buy Government notes and bonds in the Treasury's refinancing activities, 
and among the general public itself, which buys Government savings bonds. 

Representative Thomas Pelly, of Washington, urging the House to act fa- 
vorably on the resolution, pointed out that “ta policy of balanced budgets, together 
with regular yearly payments on the debt, could restore confidence in Government 
securities and the interest rates on Treasury borrowing would decline almost 
enough to offset the amount of yearly debt reduction.” 

Isn’t it about time we got our collective selves by the scruff of the neck and 
demand a definite answer as to what we are going to do about this debt? 


[From the Tulsa Herald, Mar. 26, 1959] 


ADD WAR AND AGRICULTURE TO DEATH AND TAXES 


Congressman Jim Wright has received much editorial comment in recent days 
as a result of his announced formula for paying off the national debt over a pe 
riod of 100 years. His plan has much merit and perhaps there is no valid reason 
why it shouldn’t be instituted. 

The promise is that 100 years from now we would be out of debt. This is 
where the plan abandons reality and enters the realm of fancy. 

There are many uncertainties in our complex world. Even the most far- 
sighted mind is mystified at the prospects of the future. The shape of things 
to come cannot even be estimated. We do not know what science and technology 
Will come up with next. We don’t know what our most pressing problems will 
be 5 years from now. 
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But whatever our uncertainties concerning the future, one thing 
We know that it will be filled with “wars and rumors of wars.” 


we knop, | 
: . é Lhis jg One 
thing on which we can afford to gamble our bottom dollar. We also know that 

4 


these “wars and rumors of wars” are going to cost more, regardless of 
tion or depression. The cost of killing a man in battle has bee 
incline through the ages 
machines and implements. 

Not only are future wars inevitable but they will occur with greater rapidity 

The cost of wars during the next 100 years, if the world stands, wij] Make 
the cost of World War II look like pocket change. 

All of which points up some of our fiscal problems of the future which are 
beyond solution so far as modern man is concerned. Expansion of our econony 
as well as inevitable inflation will have some effect upon the picture. An jp. 
creasing world population will also play its part. 

Yet, we cannot conceive of tomorrow's fiscal problems. 

Amid the future’s uncertainty, not only can we bank on wars but we can alsy 
be sure that agriculture will continue to be of major importance to the people of 
the world. 

We know there are those who prophesy that tomorrow’s diet will consist of , 
few capsules filled with synthetics, that man will no longer depend upon natura) 
foodstuffs. But such is not so. Biblical prophecy indicates that in the latter 
days of this age, during times of tribulation, famine will be one of the cure 
poured out on mankind. So scarce will be food that wheat and barley wil sell] 
at fantastic prices. Earthlings will continue to be dependent upon Mother Earth 
for their food. 

It is more reasonable to suppose that the problem of hunger will be much mop 
real in the years to come than that of agricultural surplus. 

When Congressman Wright urges us to set up a plan to pay off the nationg 
debt over the next 100 years, he makes life seem much less complicated thay jt 
is. It would be wonderful if we could believe our national debt is our only 
problem, that there will be no new wars to pay for. But it is more likely that 
our present national debt will become only a small fraction of our eventual na. 
tional debt. Just as the national debt at the beginning of World War Il, 
which most of us had felt was almost past the breaking point, was soon for. 
gotten as we saw the cost of war soar beyond the conceivable. 

Most editorials attempt to make a point. This one is an exception. Its only 
purpose is to point to some of the mysteries of the future which no man cay 
understand or solve. 
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[From the Tyler Morning Telegraph, Feb. 19, 1959] 
OPINIONS Or OTHERS—AN END TO EVASION OF NATIONAL DEBT 
(Fort Worth Star-Telegram ) 


During the buildup of the national debt in the depression years, it was freely 
stated as a form of justification that debt reduction should and would come in 
the prosperous years. Yet in the wartime boom of the early 1940's, when the 
debt was skyrocketing, Congress evaded the admonition of President Roosevelt 
and GOP leader Wilkie that the debt climb should be slowed by higher taxes 
Further evasion has been evident in the fact that deficits have developed in 24 of 
the last 28 years and a $12 billion deficit is in prospect for the current fiscal 
year. 

Representative Wright of Fort Worth has revived the obligation of debt 
reduction in our thinking by his proposal of a systematic plan of applying to 
ward retirement of the debt principal an annual amount not less than 1 percent 
of the current indebtedness. He points out that interest alone on the national 
obligation soon will be $9.8 billion. The debt now amounts to almost $286 billion. 

An obligation of that magnitude would require years to pay, as Mr. Wright 
recognizes in his 100-year amortization plan. But the interest cost would be 
lowered steadily as the debt declined. Another major consideration is that a 
brake wold be put on inflation, which would mean an immediate saving fot 
the people. 

A grave concern is that the steady rise in the debt in prosperous years risks 


a breakdown in our national credit and a progressively depreciated dollar. | 
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The Nation is marching down the primrose path of ruinous inflation, and 
should make a complete about face. The Wright proposal would furnish the 
TT Ne possible to enlist bipartisan cooperation for systematic debt re- 

ae = Senator Saltonstsall, Massachusetts Republican, made a similar pro- 
duct! ait years ago, but deplorably received little support for his plan. The 

tact is that debt reduction would require prudent spending rather than the 
a) c of recent years. It might necessitate higher taxes for the present. 
Tee exactions boil down to the requirement that Congress and the ad- 

aration have the fortitude to cope with a serious national problem before 
poe oe late. The financial condition of the National Government is not far 
ree f critical if the full implications are recognized. Spartan courage is not 
or. ‘ded of the people but only a start toward retiring the huge national debt, 
ane is a harsh heritage for posterity and should not be allowed to become 
catastrophic in its effect. 


{From the Dallas Times Herald, Feb. 25, 1959] 
CLOSE TO HOME 
(By Dennis Hoover) 
SIZING UP THE NATIONAL DEBT 


It's pretty hard to size up our $283 billion national debt, but U.S. Representa- 
tive Jim Wright of Fort Worth has made a good stab at it. ea 

Congressman Wright has the outlandish idea that Congress should commit it- 
self to systematic retirement of debt, paying off not less than 1 percent of the 
present principal sum annually. é' 

The figuring he’s done in support of his proposal is engrossing. 

For instance, he has calculated that interest on the debt soon will be running 
$9,800 million annually. This means that of every dollar paid in Federal taxes, 
11 cents will go for carrying charges on the debt. 

What could the Nation do otherwise with this nearly $10 billion per year in 
interest charges? Says Wright: 

We could build 15,000 miles of superhighways of the most modern design each 
year, and thus complete the entire 41,000-mile interstate highway program in 
less than 3 years. 

Applied to development of the Nation’s water resources, $10 billion would com- 
plete in 1 year three times as many flood control and navigational projects as 
have been authorized for the next 10 years. 

We could perform more soil conservation works than have been accomplished 
in the past 25 years. 

We could purchase some 700 B—58’s, “more than we would ever need of the 
world’s best, most sophisticated and most costly weapons system.” 

Or, says Congressman Wright, this $9,800 million if returned to the taxpayers 
on an equal pro rata basis would mean that the average taxpaying family head 
could pay some $275 less in taxes every year. 


INTEREST EQUALS DEBT 


Wright has calculated that if things go along exactly as they have been going, 
without any change in the total debt and with the Government having to pay 
3% percent interest on its borrowings, in 28 years we will have paid the total 
amount of the debt but we will still owe all of it. 

He argues that, under his plan, taxpayers would pay many billions of dollars 
less over the next 100 years, in both principal and interest, than they will be 
compelled to pay in interest alone if no such course is embarked upon. 

“In profound and simple terms,” says Wright, “these figures reveal the amaz- 
ing and yet inescapable fact that it is more than $485 billion cheaper to pay off 
the debt in 100 years than it would be simply to continue paying the interest for 
that period of time.” 

Should Wright’s 1 percent per annum debt retirement plan be adopted, interest 
on the $283 billion principal would still amount to $495 billion, he says. But if 
nothing is paid on the debt itself, interest alone for 100 years will be $980 bil- 
lion—and we will still owe the debt of $283 billion. 
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Since the end of World War II,” Wright told his House colleagues rer 
“there has been only one brief period when our Government has made 
tion whatever in the national debt. 


“ently, 
any redue. 


PROSPEROUS YEARS 


“Yet these years have been years of comparative national prosperity 


; pining ; If j 

has not been possible for Congress during these years to reduce the indebtedness 
: ~ : . > . SS 

we must wonder seriously if ever in the future we shall find it either expedient 


or even possible to do so without a definite commitment 
plan.” 
If it’s cheaper to pay the debt than to owe it, then why aren’t we doing so? 
Maybe you can think of a sensible answer to the gentleman's question. We 
can’t. 


to some Systematie 





[Reno, Nev., Feb. 27, 1959] 


THE WorLD Topay—anp ToMorRROW—PAYING NATIONAL Dest WILL Take Sour 
Dorne FoR Next 100 Yrars , 


(By James Marlow) 


WASHINGTON, February 27. (AP)—Many a man has looked at the national 
debt—big as a mountain in dollar bills—and asked himself: “How 
it down to pebble size?” 

The latest to look and be appalled is Representative James C. Wright, Jr. a 
36-year-old Texas Democrat. He has come up with an idea which might take 
100 years to work out. But he thinks it’s better than just sitting and looking, 

Even though Wright stuck a needle in the national conscience, and one House 
Member after another arose to applaud him, nothing is likely to come of the idea 
except that it may be enshrined in a place set aside for noble thoughts. 


can Wwe cut 


ILUGE PAYMENT OF JUST INTEREST 


The national debt now is $285 billion. And this year the Government wil] 
have to pay $8,100 million in interest on it, without knocking off a dime on the 
principal. 

Wright, like others, hates to think of that going on indefinitely. He told the 
house this week : 

“With interest rates going up, the Government soon will probably be paying 
$9,800 million a year interest, if we just assume the total debt remains w- 
changed and doesn’t get even higher than it is now. So Wright said: 

“This means that if things go along exactly as they have been going, without 
any more increases in the national debt and without still another jump in the 
interest rates, in 29 years we shall have paid the total amount of the debt and 
still owe every penny of it.” 

Wright suggests Congress tell the Treasury Department to set aside each year 
1 percent of the present national debt of $285 billion—or around $2,850 million 
a year—to pay off the principal of the national debt. 


WOULD HACK AWAY AT TOTAL 


This, Wright figures, would be cutting down not only on the size of fhe debt 
each year but on the interest, too. Using a $283 billion debt figure, which is 
now the permanent debt ceiling—the temporary ceiling until July 1 is higher 
than that—Wright told the House: 

“In 100 years we could completely retire the debt by paying $495 billion in ir 
terest and $283 billion in principal, or a total of $778 billion. 

“But if we pay nothing on the debt itself, the interest alone for 100 years will 
be $980 billion, and we still owe the debt of $283 billion, or a total of $1,263 
billion.” 

The only trouble with the idea—if it was going to work on schedule—is that 
for 100 years the Government would have to balance its budget and not go fur 
ther into debt. 

But it hasn’t been doing that. The budget, or cost of running the Govern 
ment, has been going up. And while this year President Eisenhower is making 
a try at budget balancing, the chances are he won’t make it. 
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UP GOES EVERYTHING, DEBT INCLUDED 


His budget this year called for spending $77 billion, and he estimated the Gov- 
ent would take in through taxes and other revenue $11,100 million, or $100 
bee more coming in than going out. But even those estimates included higher 
metal rates and gasoline taxes, and some other changes Congress isn’t likely 
to make. ae Sasee “ oe eae ao ae 
For Wright’s idea to work—that is, for the Government to spend every year 
around $2,850 million on paying off on the debt—the Government would have to 
pe taking in more than it spent. : m ; 
How could it do that? In only one of two ways: Kither by reducing spending 
or getting more income or revenue, which would mean raising taxes. But Gov- 
ernment spending seems pretty sure to be going up, not down. And new taxes 


aren’t popular. 


{From the Houston Chronicle, Feb. 15, 1959] 
Texas SOLON URGES REDUCTION IN HUGE NATIONAL DEBT 
(By Phillip Warden) 


WasHINGTON.—In another year 11 cents out of every tax dollar will have to 
be set aside just to pay the interest on the national debt. Representative Jim 
Wright, Democrat, Texas, warned the Nation Saturday. 

Wright said that it was “in the interest of our own generation and of gen- 
erations yet to come,” to develop a definite plan of systematic debt reduction. 

“If things go along exactly as they have been going without any change in the 
total debt and with the Government having to pay 3.5 percent interest on its 
porrowings, in 28 years we will have paid the total amount of the debt, but 
we will still owe all of it,” Wright said. 

“This is a tremendous amount to pay in interest, for which our Government 
and our Nation gets nothing in return. It is the price we are paying simply 
for the privilege of owing this huge debt.” 

Wright observed in a House speech last week that the national debt now 
stands at $288 billion. He said he was introducing a concurrent resolution in 
which Congress would go on record that United States reduce the principal 
amount of this debt 1 percent or more each year. 

“In other words the present Congress would be pledging ourselves to pay 
an amount not less than $2,800 million annually to the reduction and eventual 
retirement of this burdensome national obligation * * *. In 100 years the debt 
would be completely paid and the slate wiped clean.” 

Wright said the interest on the debt in the year starting July 1 will be 
$8,100 million. In another year, he said, it will be $9,800 million. 

“As we struggle this year to strike a precarious budget balance in face of 
national needs, inflationary pressures, and high taxes, anyone can think of a 
thousand beneficial uses for this $9,800 million annually,” Wright said. He 
said the same amount of money: 

Could build 15,000 miles of superhighways each year, or allow completion of 
the entire 41,000-mile interstate highway program in 3 years. 

Complete in 1 year three times as many flood control and navigational projects 
as have been authorized for the next 10 years. 

Or, if returned to the taxpayers on an equal pro rata basis, reduce the income 
tax load of the average taxpaying family head by $275 a year. 


{From the Pittsburgh Press] 
PAY SOMETHING OFF 


At the close of business last month, the Government’s debt stood at 
$285,495,075,863. This is approximately as high as it ever has been. On the same 
date last year it was $274 billion. 

The debt is blamed on World War II, and most of it was incurred then. But at 


the end of the war it was only $269 billion and by 1958 it had been reduced to $252 
billion. 
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How come it is so high now? Because the Government continued to s 


7 ; : pend 
than it took in. And because nobody has done anything about retiring the ‘che 
Now two young Texas Congressmen have a plan. They have introduced a bill 


to require the Secretary of the Treasury, by law, to budget each year a1 percey 
payoff on the debt. t 

The analysis worked out by James C. Wright and Frank N. Ikard in SUDport of 
their plan is astonishing if you haven't thought of it before. 

If the Government doesn’t pay off any of the debt, in 28 years it will have laja 
out in interest an amount equal to the debt “and still owe every penny of jt.” 

If it paid off only 1 percent a year, in 100 years the whole debt would be retired 
for $778 billion, principal and interest. But if it paid nothing on the principal fo» 
100 years, the cost to the taxpayers in that time would be $980 billion “ang we 
would still owe the debt.” 

That is, our grandchildren, and great-grandchildren and sreat-great-grand. 
children, who had nothing to do with incurring the debt, still would owe it. 

Mr. Wright says it will take some “self-discipline” to get started on this plan 
Is that too much to ask of Washington? Unless we start now, he Says, we'll 
never find a “good time” for paying off the debt. 

“To expect some vague, future utopia in which it will somehow be easy to re 
duce this obligation suddenly and dramatically,” Mr. Wright told the House 
“would be to live in a fool’s paradise.” F 

Washington is living in it now. 


[From the Ledger-Dispatch and Star, Portsmouth, Va., Feb. 27, 1959] 
VoIcE IN WILDERNESS—AT LEAST ONE CONGRESSMAN TRYING To Cour U.S. Dep 


(By James Marlow) 


Wasuineton (AP).—Many a man has looked at the national debt—big as 
a mountain in dollar bills—and asked himself: “How can we cut it down to 
pebble size?” 

The latest to look and be appalled is Representative James C. Wright, Jr, 
36, a Texas Democrat. He has an idea which might take 100 years to work 
out. But he thinks it’s better than just sitting and looking. 

Although Wright stuck a needle in the national conscience, and one House 
Member after another arose to applaud him, nothing is likely to come of the 
idea except that it may be enshrined in a place set aside for noble thoughts, 

The national debt now is $285 billion. This year the Government will have 
to pay $8,100 million in interest on it, without knocking off a dime on the 
principal. 

Wright, like others, hates to think of that going on indefinitely. He told the 
House that with interest rates going up, the Government soon will probably be 
paying $9,800 million a year in interest, if we just assume the total debt remains 
unchanged and does not get even higher than it is now. 

So Wright said: “This means that if things go along exactly as they have 
been going, without any more increases in the national debt and without still 
another jump in the interest rates, in 29 years we shall have paid the total 
amount of this debt and still owe every penny of it.” 

Wright suggests Congress ask the Treasury Department to set aside each year 
1 percent of the present national debt of $285 billion—or—$2,850 million a year— 
to pay off the principal. 

This, Wright figures, would be cutting down not only on the size of the debt 
each year but on the interest, too. 

Using a $283 billion debt figure, which is now the permanent debt ceiling— 


the temporary ceiling until July 1 is higher than that—Wright told the House: | 


“In 100 years we could completely retire the debt by paying $495 billion in 
interest and $283 billion in principal, or a total of $778 billion. 


“But if we pay nothing on the debt itself the interest alone for 100 years | 
will be $980 billion, and we will still owe the debt of $283 billion, or a total of | 


$1,263 billion. 
The only trouble with the idea 


for 100 years the Government would have to balance the budget and not g0 
further into debt. 





But it hasn’t been doing that. The budget, or cost of running the Governmett, | 
has been going up. While this year President Eisenhower is making a try at | 


budget balancing, the chances are he won’t make it. 


if it was going to work on schedule—is that | 
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The budget this year called for spending $77 billion and he estimated the Gov- 
nt would take in through taxes and other revenue $77,100 million or $100 
as more coming in than going out. But even those estimates included higher 
a rates and gasoline taxes, and some other changes Congress isn’t likely to 
= Wright’s idea to work—that is, for the Government to spend every year 
around $2,850 million on paying off the debt—the Government would have to 
be taking in more than it spent. 
How could it do that? In only one of two ways: either by reducing spending 
or getting more income or revenue, which would mean raising taxes. But Gov- 
ernment spending seems pretty sure to be going up, not down. And new taxes 


aren’t popular. 


[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer, Mar. 17, 1959] 
He Wants To Pay 1 PERCENT OF THE DEBT EACH YEAR 


We all know persons who have borrowed money under terms that, in retro- 
spect, seemed pretty steep. By the time the debt was cleared up, the borrower 
may have found that his interest payments and other charges amounted to 50 
percent of the loan, even 100 percent or more. That is, he had to pay back 
half again as much as he had borrowed, or twice as much. 

But few individuals, even Congressmen, are weighing the consequences of the 
weight of the interest bills which Uncle Sam is having to pay. That interest 
pill in the administration budget for the coming fiscal year is set at $8.1 billion, 
or more than 10 percent of the $77 billion spending proposed. That means 10 
percent of all the withholding and other Federal taxes you pay, 10 percent of 
the U.S. taxes paid by corporations in which you may own stock, 10 percent of 
all the taxes paid by companies whose products you buy, all those 10 percents 
just go to defray that whopping interest bill. 

Uncle Sam, true, doesn’t have to pay the interest rate that an individual does 
to get a loan. But his interest rates have been going up, nevertheless. 

And the amazing fact is that Uncle Sam, if his nephews in Congress and 
elsewhere don’t correct their fiscal practices, is going to have to pay nearly a 
trillion dollars (that’s $1,000 billion) in interest alone in the next 100 years— 
and still have on his shoulders the whole national debt of $283 billion, or what- 
ever it will have grown to. 

One Congressman who is worried about this arithmetic is Representeative 
Jim Wright, of Texas, who has introduced a House concurrent resolution 
(No. 79) laying down the principle that the Nation should pay off, besides the 
interest, 1 percent of the total present national debt of $283 billion each year for 
the next 100. Here’s what he says the consequences will be: 

“In 100 years we could completely retire the debt by paying $495 billion in 
interest and $283 billion of principal, or a total of $778 billion. But if we pay 
nothing on the debt itself, the interest alone for 100 years will be $980 billion, 
and we will still owe the debt of $283 billion, or a total of $1.263 trillion.” 

Wright's proposal makes so much sense that a lot of people ought to be writing 
their Congressmen telling them to pay some attention to it rather than to seeing 
how they can run up an extra deficit of $2, $3, or $4 billion in the 1959-60 
fiscal year. 

A late New Dealer once uttered a statement to the effect of “what's a few 
lousy million?” One day soon a Congressman is going to say: ‘““What’s a few 
lousy billion?” unless the people demand more financial responsibility. 


[From the Hartford (Conn.) Times, Mar. 10, 1959] 
ENCOURAGING SIGN 
(Wall Street Journal) 
A pair of Texas Congressmen want to pass a law which would require an 
annual reduction of 1 percent in the Federal debt. If it were in effect now, for 
example, the $283 billion debt would have to be reduced by $2.8 billion this year. 


The two Representatives are James Wright and Frank Ikard, both Demo- 
crats. They declare the American people are “ready for the self-discipline 
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necessary to carry out such a program,” though acknowledging it would require | 
some sacrifices. : 

“In 100 years,’ Mr. Wright said, ‘‘We could completely retire the debt } 
paying $495 billion in interest and $283 billion of principal, a total of $778 bi. 
lion. But if we pay nothing on the debt itself, the interest would pe om 
billion, and we will still owe the debt of $283 billion, or a total of $1.263 trillion” 

Well, we would wonder about adopting a debt reduction plan based on gq rigid 
annual cut; circumstances would vary. But the general idea is sound and 4 
heartening indicator that there are in Congress some Democrats who are willing 
to push the Nation’s fiscal well-being even though most of them seem interestaj 
only in how much they can spend. 





{From the South Bend (Ind.) Tribune, Mar. 9, 1959] 
DRAMATIC PRESENTATION 


The monumental size of the Federal debt and the desirability of whittlin 
it down instead of always increasing it are dramatized by Representative Jares 
C. Wright, Jr.,a Texas Democrat. 

How effective his dramatization may be, however, in inspiring Congress 4 
face up to the need for debt-paring action remains to be seen. The experieng 
during the great depression, the Great War, and the great boom that came in 
that order doesn’t indicate that Congress is about to do anything sensationg 
where hacking away at the debt mountain is concerned. 

Nevertheless, Representative Wright deserves thanks for the concise manne 
in which he has called attention to the debt and what it means to taxpayer 
even if nothing is done to trim it on a methodical basis. 

It may be assumed, too, from his presentation of the facts that Representatiys 
Wright henceforth will continue as a champion of the philosophy that the Fed. 
eral Government should live within its means and put aside money to shrink 
the debt and, in the long run, save money for the taxpayers. 

He advocates a 100-year plan. His idea is to pay off one one-hundredth of 
the debt annually, come what may. 

In this way, he calculates, paying off the debt, even if it becomes no larger 
and meeting interest payments will take $778 billion. The alternative—and this 
is frightening—is to shell out $980 billion in interest alone in the next century 
if the debt is not reduced, even if it does not grow. 

Faced with these startling fiscal facts, it would seem Federal debt reduction 
needs high priority in congressional business. 


[From the Midland Reporter-Telegram, Mar. 6, 1959] 


Wir Luck, In 100 YEARS—CONGRESSMAN WRIGHT ENTERS PLAN To Rerte 
NATIONAL DEBT 


(By James Marlow) 


W ASHINGTON.—Many a man has looked at the national debt—big as a mou. 
tain in dollar bills—and asked himself: “How can we cut it down to pebble 
size?” 

The latest to look and be appalled is Representatives James C, Wright, Jr, 
38, a Texas Democrat. He has an idea which might take 100 years to work out. 
But he things it’s better than just sitting and looking. 

Although Wright stuck a needle in the national conscience, and one House 
Member after another arose to applaud him, nothing is likely to come of the 
idea except that it may be enshrined in a place set aside for noble thoughts. 

The national debt now is $285 billion. This year the Government will have to 
pay $8,100 million in interest on it, without knocking off a dime of the principal. 

Wright, like others, hates to think of that going on indefinitely. He told the 
House that with interest rates going up, the Government soon will probably be 
paying $9,800 million a year in interest, if we just assume the total debt remains 
unchanged and does not get even higher than it is now. 
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PAY AND STILL OWE 


So Wright said: “This means that if things go along exactly as they have 
been going, without any more increases in the national debt and without still 
another jump in the interest rates, in 29 years we shall have paid the total amount 
of the debt and still owe every penny of it. 

Wright suggests Congress tell the rreasury Department to set aside each year 
1 percent of the present national debt or $2,850 million a year—to pay off the 
principal. , phe Jr mn? . i 

This, Wright figures, would be cutting down not only on the size of the debt 
each year but on the interest, too, , * 

Using a $283 billion debt figure, which is now the permanent debt ceiling—the 
temporary ceiling until July 1 is higher than that—Wright told the House: 
“In 100 years we could completely retire-the debt by paying $495 billion in 


er 


interest and $283 billion in principal, or a total of $778 billion. 
* * * * * * * 


The only trouble with the idea—if it was going to work on schedule—is that 
for 100 years the Government would have. to baiance its budget and not g 


further into debt. 
BALANCING AUT UNLIKELY 


But it hasn’t been doing that. The budget, or cost of running the Govern- 
ment, has been going up. While this year President Eisenhower is making a 
try at budget-balancing, the chances are he won't make it. 

‘His budget this year called for spending $77 billion and he estimated the 
Government would take in through taxes and other revenue $77,100 million, 
or $100 million more coming in than going out. But even those estimates in- 
cluded higher postal rates and gasoline taxes, and some otber changes Congress 
isn’t likely to make. 

For Wright's idea to work—that is, for the Government to spend every vear 
around $2,850 million on paying off on the debt—the Government would have 
to be taking in more than it spent. 

How could it do that? In only one of two ways: either by reducing spending 
or revenue, Which would mean raising taxes. But Government seems pretty 
sure to be going up, not down. And new taxes aren’t popular. 


Urnces PAYING OrF DEBT AT 1 PERCENT A YEAR—TAXx DOLLAR To MAKE 11 CENTS 
FOR INTEREST 


(Chicago Tribune Press Service) 


WASHINGTON, February 14.—-In another year, 11 cents out of every tax dollar 
will have to be set aside to pay the interest on the national debt, Representative 
Jim Wright, Democrat, Texas, warned the Nation Saturday. 

Wright said that it was “in the interest of our own generation and of genera- 
tions yet to come,” to develop a definite plan of systematic debt reduction. 

“If things go along exactly as they have been going, without any change in 
the total debt and with the Government having to pay 3.5 percent interest on its 
borrowings, in 28 years we will have paid the total amount of the debt, but we 
will still owe all of it,” Wright said. 


URGES PAY 1 PERCENT A YEAR 


“This is a tremendous amount to pay in interest, for which our Government 
and our Nation gets nothing in return. It is the price we are paying simply 
for the privilege of owing this huge debt.” 

Wright observed in a House speech last week that the national debt now 
stands at $283 billion. He said he was introducing a concurrent resolution in 
which Congress would go on record that the United States reduce the principal 
amount of this debt 1 percent or more each year. 
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Congressional statisticians said the payments would require considerah 
than 100 years, since the interest would be constantly decreasing wh 
payments on principal would be increasing. 

“In other words, the present Congress would be pledging ourselves to pay a 
amount not less than $2.8 billion annually to the reduction and eventug] reting 
ment of this burdensome national obligation. * * * In 100 years, the debt would 
be completely paid and the slate wiped clean.” 

Wright said the interest on the debt in the year starting July 1 will be $81 
billion. In another year, he said, it will be $9.8 billion. ; 


Ly legs 
ile the 


WHAT IT WOULD BUY 


“As we struggle this year to strike a precarious budget balance in face of na- 
tional needs, inflationary pressures and high taxes, anyone can think of 4 
thousand beneficial uses for this $9.8 billion annually,” Wright said. 

He said the same amount of money: 

Could build some 15,000 miles of superhighways each year, or allow com. 
pletion of the entire 41,000 mile interstate highway program in 3 years. 

Complete in 1 year three times as many flood control and navigational] proj. 
ects as have been authorized for the next 10 years. 

Or, if returned to the taxpayers on an equal, pro rata basis, reduce the 
income tax load of the average taxpaying family head by $275 a year. 


{From the Beaumont Journal, Feb. 26, 1959] 
TEXAN SUGGESTS SOLUTION TO NATION’S GREAT DEBT PROBLEM 


In Texas, where there is room for a man to back off and take a long-rang 
look at anything, it is possible to make a mountain shrink to the size of a mole 
hill. 

That, in a visual sense, is precisely what Texas Representative James (¢. 
Wright, Jr., would have Congress do for the mountainous national debt. He 
suggests pushing it off 100 years into the future and, by simply applying a little 
downpayment each year, reduce it to nothing. 

The Wright gimmick is this: Congress would tell the Treasury Department 
to set aside each year 1 percent of the present national debt of around $285 billion 
to pay off the principal of the debt. This annual payment would amount to about 
$2,850 million a year. This would reduce both principal and interest and con- 
pletely wipe off the debt 100 years hence. 

As it is now, the Government (the public) is paying more than §$8 billion a 
year in interest without making any dent at all in the debt itself. Representative 
Wright figures that with interest rates rising, the Government may soon be paying 
nearly $10 billion a year in interest. At this rate, the Government will have paid 
in 29 years the total amount of the debt and still owe every dime of it. 

His proposal would be costly, of course. The debt would be retired at the end 
of 100 years after $495 billion in interest and $283 billion in principal had been 
paid, or a total of $778 billion. 

This staggering sum shrinks in comparison with the cost of no payment at all 
on the principal. Wright says if this course is taken, the interest bill alone for 
100 years will be $980 billion, leaving the principal at $283 billion. Together, they 
would total $1,263 trillion. 

All this is based on the assumption that the cost of running the Federal Gov- 
ernment will stand still and stay put for 100 years. It has not been doing that 
in the past. Instead, it has been steadily rising. 

It is unlikely, the need for money being what it is, that Congress will give the 
Wright proposal serious consideration. But the long-range look puts the costly 
mountain in proper perspective and may result in stirring greater public interest 
in perhaps the Nation’s greatest roadblock to economic stability. 


INDIVIDUAL CrT1zENS Must Pay Orr Depts put GoveERNMENT CAN Just Keer | 


GotnG DEeePerR INTO Hock 


WaAsnrneton, February 14 (CDN).—An individual citizen can run up just 9 


much debt. Then he has to pay it off or else. 
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But a paradox of the difficult world we live in, the citizen’s National Govern- 
ent is not pound by any such rules when it comes to piling up debt. The sky 
ae to be the limit. : 
Various economists keep saying that a good way to stop the inflation would 
to start paying on the colossal national debt. 
7 t it’s so big now that Congress thinks it’s doing pretty well just to pay the 
ae on it ($8.1 billion in the new fiscal year). 
me thing seems sure. Congress, in its present mood, is not going to do any- 
ra drastic as to pass a law making the Federal Government do what an 
oe iidual would have to do if he were up to his neck in debt—make regular 
ein Jost what Representative Wright, Democrat, of Texas, proposed 
see etibdaced a resolution that would provide for an annual payment on the 
debt of 1 percent of the present amount—about $283 billion. 
Even if $2.8 billion were paid on the debt each year, it would take 100 years 
to pay it off, Wright pointed out. During the same period, he said, we would 
nave paid about $495 billion in interest. 


[From the Waco News-Tribune, Feb. 28, 1959] 
RESOLUTION ASKS DEBT RETIREMENT 1 PERCENT ANNUALLY 


U.S. Representative Jim Wright of Fort Worth has introduced a concurrent 
resolution in Congress whose effect, if acted upon, would be to authorize a reduc- 
tion of the national debt by not less than 1 percent of the total of that debt 
annually. : : , 

It provides that the Secretary of the T reasury should include that amount in 
any request for funds to pay any obligatory interest payments which become due 
and payable. : 

The resolution further states that the sense of Congress is that the plan should 
be implemented beginning with the fiscal year 1961, and continued annually with- 
out any interruption until the total national debt now outstanding is retired. 

The national debt today stands at $281 billion. In the new fiscal year the 
taxpayers will be paying $8.1 billion in interest. 

The trend toward higher interest rates, in Representative Wright’s view, indi- 
cates clearly that the Federal Government soon will be paying 3.5 percent on all 
its obligations, or a total annual of $9.8 billion of the total debt that remains 
unchanged. Unchanged, that is, if we’re lucky. 

This means that of every dollar paid in Federal taxes about 11 cents must go 
for serving the national debt. It means also that if these interest payments go 
along exactly as they have been going, with no change in the national debt as of 
now and with the Federal Government having to pay 3.5-percent interest on its 
borrowings, then in 28 years we will have paid in interest the total amount of 
the national debt without having a penny of the principal discharged. 

Our national debt is gnawing like a rat at our substance. We are paying a 
high price for the privilege of owing our national debt. So long as it is owed, 
then it must entail heavy interest charges. 

Payment of $2.81 billion on the principal the first year at 3.5 and subsequent 
l-percent payments on the balance would be an almost painless procedure. It 
would be far better to reduce the public debt by this amount than to go further 
in hock through a system of yearly deficits of equal or greater amounts. 

The national debt clutches at the back of the American economic system like 
the proverbial old man of the sea. If we had, in the past dozen years or so, 
made progress in reducing the national debt, we would be in a far better posi- 
tion to meet the crisis created by Russia than we are now. 

Moreover, debt reduction, even in that low amount annually, would be 
psychological encouragement to our system of free enterprise. It would help to 
ene the ponderous doubt existing that it is to be carried and added to 
orever. 

Since the end of World War II there has been only one brief period, during 
the Truman administration, when the Federal Government has made any reduc- 


tion whatever in the national debt. Yet we have enjoyed the most prosperous 
years in our history in the past decade. 
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Representative Wright’s resolution has much to commend it. 
more than a resolution favorable to the action it supports to get 


But it requi 
Teg 
the 
moving. machinery 
Congress should translate the resolution into real meaning. 


[From the Waco News-Tribune, Waco, Tex., Feb. 28, 1959] 


RESOLUTION ASKS Dest RETIREMENT 1 PERCENT ANNUALLY 


U.S. Representative Jim Wright of Fort Worth has introduced a concurren 
resolution in Congress whose effect, if acted upon, would be to authorize + 
reduction of the national debt by not less than 1 percent of the tota] of that 
debt annually. 

It provides that the Secretary of the Treasury should include that am 
any request for funds to pay any obligatory intere 
due and payable. 

The resolution further states that the sense of Congress is that the play 
should be implemented beginning with the fiscal year 1961, and continued 
annually without any interruption until the total national debt now outstanding 
is retired. 

The national debt today stands at $281 billion. 
taxpayers will be paying $8.1 billion in interest. 

The trend toward higher interest rates, in Representative Wright's yiey 
indicates clearly that the Federal Government soon will be paying 3.5 percent 
on all its obligations, or a total annual of $9.8 billion of the total debt thy 
remains unchanged. Unchanged, that is, if we’re lucky. 

This means that of every dollar paid in Federal taxes about 11 cents must 
go for serving the national debt. It means also that if these interest paymeny 
go along exactly as they have been going, with no change in the national dey 
as of now and with the Federal Government having to pay 3.5 percent intereg 
on its borrowings, then in 28 years we will have paid in interest the tot 
amount of the national debt without having a penny of the principal discharga, 
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In the new fiscal year the | 


{From the Fort Worth Press, Feb. 20, 1959] 
WRIGHT PLAN GAINS SUPPORT 
(By Neil McNeil) 


WASHINGTON, February 18.—There’s never been any question that For 
Worth’s Representative Jim Wright is an idea man. 
Sometimes those ideas may seem like dream stuff at first view. 
Like his plan to put aside 1 percent of the national debt each year to pay 
the principal on that tremendous sum. It’s an idea which would start saving 
the Government, and therefore the taxpayers, millions and billions each yer 
in interest on the $283 billion debt. If the debt didn’t increase, it would hk 
almost $500 billion cheaper to pay it off this way. 
But today it appears this idea may have a lot more chance of becoming 
substance than editorial writers in Texas and columnists here have thought 
There’s the possibility it could become a major part of the Democratic counter 
attack against the “spender” label the GOP is trying to pin on the donkey, 
The powerful House Ways and Means Committee seems interested in th 
basic idea. : 
The theory apparently is this: Make it mandatory that the Treasury doa 
Wright proposes, then wait to see if the Republicans who have been talking | 
loudly about fiscal responsibility attack the plan. If they do, they're wie | 
open. 
And Wright’s-idea has gained significant open support within the committe 
by the backing of Representative Frank Ikard, Democrat, of Wichita Falls. 
“What we desperately need is a plan to pay off this debt which would pr 
vide for definite and systematic retirement of this obligation,’ le said, ani 
pointed out that in the past “Congress has by law provided that there be some 
definite plan of debt retirement” both after the Civil War and World War I 
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Ikard is going to propose a law similar to Wright's concurrent resolution, 
would simply state the intent of Congress in the matter and not order 
ne to do anything, to “require that there be included in the budget each 
waar an amount of not less than $2.8 billion” to pay the debt principal. 
other Congressmen, intrigued with the Wright idea, are also joining up. 
From the far other side of the political scale ultraconservative Representative 
Clare Hoffman, Republican, of Michigan, called the Texan’s idea to the atten- 
tion of the House again Monday and wondered if the people lack the “inclina- 
tion or the courage” to follow such a plan. 
Wright's experience tends to indicate it would get great public backing. 
“Every single letter from people of every strata of society have backed the 
idea.” said. 
— lace arte convinced, if I had any reservations before, that people 
are ready for it. They’re willing to trim Government expenditures or even 
pay an extra tax—if it means that money will go into a fund to pay off the 


aeiipatentiy the public is ahead of the politicians.” 


{From the Fort Worth Star-Telegram] 
RENTED MONEY 


Much has been said about handling the huge national debt, which at times 
may leave the impression that it is manhandling the American people. The 
debt, of course, like all IOU’s of its kind, will cost much more to pay than it 
afforded in borrowings. 

Representative Wright’s resolution in favor of systematic reduction of the 
Federal debt gives, in capsule form, the price it may exact of the people. The 
annual interest charge now is about $8.1 billion. Mr. Wright explains that 
even if the debt were paid off in 100 years at the rate of $2.8 billion a year, 
the interest over that period would amount to about $495 billion. And if we 
don’t make the regular payments on the debt, we will still owe the $283 billion 
principal and will have paid of $980 billion in interest. 


CHEAPER To Pay Orr Our Dest THAN OwE IT 


Year after year, Congress after Congress, administration after administration, 
lipservice has been paid to the thesis that we must begin to pay off the national 
debt and start to get out from under the crushing burden of interest payment, 
which will amount in the new fiscal year to more than $8 billion, a sum equal 
to one-third of all that we owed at the end of the First World War. 

We were well on the way to paying off the World War I debt—it had been cut 
down from around $24 billion to around $16 billion by the mid-1920’s—when 
an era of high tariffs, tax reductions, and income-tax refunds reversed the 
trend and brought on the big boom followed by the big bust. 

The national debt stands today at $283 billion. Time after time the debt 
ceiling has had to be raised so all the camels could get under the tent. 

Why? For want of a fiscal program aimed peculiarly at debt reduction. 

Congressman Jim Wright, of the Fort Worth district, introduced early in 
the Ist ‘session of the 86th Congress a resolution which, if adopted and carried 
out with singleness of purpose, would eventually whittle the national debt to 
manageable size. 

Ite presses “the sense of Congress that the national debt should be reduced 
annually by an amount of not less than 1 percent of the total” now outstanding, 
and that the Secretary of the Treasury should include such an amount in any 
request for funds to pay any obligatory interest payments which become due 
and payable. 

He suggested that the plan be implemented beginning with fiscal 1961 and 
continued “without interruption until the total national debt now outstanding 
is retired.” Estimated cost allocated to principal and interest, about $2.8 billion 
per annum. 

Congressman Wright sees in the trend to higher interest that the Government 


will soon be paying at the rate of $9.8 billion a year, assuming the total debt 
remains unchanged. 
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It is, he declares, cheaper to pay than to owe. 

“In profound but simple terms,” he said in submitting his plan, “thege 
reveal the amazing and yet inescapable fact that it is more than $495 bi 
cheaper to pay off the debt in 100 years than it would be simply to contin: 
paying the interest for that period of time.”’ ue 

We don’t know what chance Congressman Wright's resolution has 


: at thi 
session, but we imagine very little chance. “Balancing the budget,” whisk. 
meaningless in the long haul, a mere matter of bookkeeping, should give way 


to a new slogan: “Start paying off the national debt; it’s cheaper that way.” 


READING MAKETH FULL 


One class of people faced with retirement never have to worry about what 
they are going to do with all that spare time so suddenly thrust upon them 

They are the book readers—the people who down through the years haye el. 
tivated a taste for reading and found it rewarding. 

We have known successful people—moneymakers and property accumulators 
people with good minds and a healthy outlook on life—who never s0 mu, a 
cracked a book in their lives for the sole purpose of reading to pass the time: or 
to improve the mind; or to gain information and understanding. They wer 
intelligent and they had a good education. 

Unless such people have an interesting hobby of some sort to occupy their 


spare time, retirement goes hard with them. They waited too long to acquir | 
a love of reading, a taste for good literature. What might be a great pleasuy | 


and pastime in their declining years holds no allure for them. 

So when the old routine is jerked out from under them, voluntarily or other. 
wise, they are hard put to it to find something to keep their minds busy, They 
have too much time with their own thoughts. They become bored, purposeless 
restless, and depressed. They rust away. 

This is National Library Week, an occasion to remind the young as well a; 
the old that within their reach—unless they are wholly isolated at some remote 
spot—there are joys in the wonderland of books, books to every taste, books oy 
every level of appeal and enjoyment. 

One may read for sheer pleasure, for profit, for instruction. 

The Bible is a whole library in itself—history, poetry, economics, polities, ad. 
venture, mystery, crime, punishment, art, music—everything, the whole gamut 
of human experience. 

“Reading,” said Francis Bacon, “maketh a full mar.” It also makes a happy 
and contented one when one grows too old for normal activity. 


[From the Idaho Statesman] 
ANYHOW A TIMELY WARNING 


Like most everybody else who’s not entirely bereft of understanding and co- 
science, Representative James C. Wright, a Texas Democrat, views with alarm 
the towering national debt that now has reached a reported $283 billion and that 
seems most likely to keep right on climbing. 

But, unlike most everybody else, Representative Wright, 36-year-old third 
term Congressman, veteran of World War II combat, two-term mayor of his 
hometown and partner in a trade expansion and advertising firm, isn't content 
to merely wring his hands, nor would he stifle his conscience and sweep the 
whole disagreeable matter under the rug. 

He proposes to do something about it and so he has submitted to the Congress 
a proposal that is so thoroughly steeped in common sense that in these days it 
may seem to be almost revolutionary. He’s proposing to pay off the national 
debt, a little at a time but in accordance with a definite program, and to levy 4 
tax specifically for that purpose. 

He’s proposing payment on the debt at the rate of 1 percent a year. The tax, 


at first, would be a substantial one. If the debt were to go no higher than it now | 


is, the first year’s payment would amount to $2.83 billion. But, like the house 
holder paying on an amortization plan for his home, the Government’s pay- 


ments on the debt reduction account would steadily reduce the payments for in | 


terest, which now amount to $8.1 billion a year, or substantially more than 10 
percent of all the contemplated Federal Government spending for all purposes 
the coming year. 
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Congressman puts it this way: “In 100 years we could completely retire 
ne debt by paying $495 billion in interest and $288 billion in principal, or a 
the a, 


f $778 billion. But, if we pay nothing on the debt itself, the interest alone 
tot’ 100 years will be $980 billion and we will still owe the debt of $283 billion, 
for otal of $1.263 trillion.” , 

T t's a conclusion based, of course, on the assumption that for 100 years the 
ciectiient would have to balance its budget and not go further into debt, and 
am ntably, it runs counter to current Federal fiscal practices. 

“rhe principle, at any rate, of Congressman Wright’s proposal, is one that com- 
nds itself to farsighted conservatives. ; . 
ms ou ht, also, to command the attention of the spenders. They haven't so far 
anifested any great concern about mounting taxes, nor permitting it to inter- 
fer with their ever-mounting spending schemes. Certainly they must be some- 
po aware that we can’t go on indefinitely spending more than we take in. 
That way inevitably leads to destruction of credit so that ultimately the Gov- 
ernment couldn’t borrow any more and might either have to quit spending alto- 
gether or to take over everything, and even the chief advocates of ever-increas- 

ing Government spending might not like that. 

Very definitely Mr. Wright is on the right track. — | | 

His proposal may, or may not, receive the consideration it so eminently de- 
serves, but it should serve at any rate as a serious warning of the bad trouble 
we're headed into unless there’s a decisive reversal of current policies of spend- 
ing in excess of income. 


POLITICS AND PEOPLE 
(By Thomas O'Neill) 
OLD-FASHIONED NOTION 


WasuHineton.—Tucked away in a congressional corner where it likely will 
perish is a proposal with a touch of quaintness, a bill to get the Government 
started at bringing down the towering national debt. All the realities of the 
day are moving in a counter direction. The administration is agitating for an 
increase in the permanent ceiling on the sum the Government can owe, and the 
trend in Congress is toward spending that will pile up even further debt. In the 
year ahead the interest to be paid on borrowed money is a sum greater than 
the entire cost of running the Government when the “big spending” budgets of the 
New Deal were widely denounced as bankrupting the Nation. 

Any improved budget outlook usually creates an instant demand for tax 
reduction, which has a more appealing ring than the use of surplus funds as a 
contribution toward solvency. President Eisenhower, under whose administra- 
tion the mass of debt has reached new high levels, suggests that should again 
be the procedure, and congressional leaders appear in agreement. When it 
took office, his administration rushed to cut taxes by a huge $7 billion a year, 
a sum which in retrospect as Federal revenue would have avoided the dreary 
succession of Eisenhower deficits and permitted a substantial reduction of the 
$266.1 billion debt carried over from the Truman administration. The total 
is now about $283 billion. 

Representative James C. Wright, Jr., of Texas, a Fort Worth businessman, 
offered in the House the proposal to reverse this upward movement. His plan 
is that it be made mandatory that each annual budget, beginning in 1961, ap- 
propriate for debt reduction an amount equal to 1 percent of the debt then out- 
standing. The added cost would soon be offset by a reduction in the amount 
required annually for interest payments, which is $8.1 billion in the new budg- 
et. Senator Leverett Saltonstall, of Massachusetts, who had a go in the same 
direction a few years ago with a notable lack of success, is contemplating a new 
attempt. 


. x * * * * * 





[From the El Paso Times, Feb. 18, 1959] 
Tue NATIONAL DEBT 


Year after year the Times has commented on the unprecedented cost of 
maintaining our gigantic national debt. 
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On February 9, Congressman Jim Wright of Weatherford, Tex., introduced 
concurrent resolution : ‘ 
“That it is the sense of the Congress that the national debt Should be 
duced annually by an amount not less than one per centum of the total 
debt now outstanding, and that the Secretary of the Treasury should includ 
such amount in any request for funds to pay any obligatory interest payments 

which become due and payable. * * *” 

The remarks by Congressman Wright follow in part, which the Tim 
will receive the full attention of its readers: 

“Mr. Speaker, 

“Our national debt stands today at $283 billion. 

“In the new fiscal year we shall be paying $8.1 billion in interest, 

“The trend toward higher interest indicates clearly that the Government soon 
will be paying 3.5 percent on all its obligations, or a total annual interest of 
$9.8 billion assuming the total debt remains unchanged. 


national 


€S hopes 


[From the Fort Worth Star-Telegram, Feb. 26, 1959] 
WRIGHT BACKED IN DesT PROJECT 


(By Vernon Louviere) 





WASHINGTON, February 25. 
strong bipartisan support in the House Wednesday for his proposal to retire the 
national debt within 100 years. 

Wright spoke at length on the House floor in behalf of the proposal which 
he conceded would require some sacrifices on the part of the people. 


Representative Ikard of Wichita Falls joined Wright as cosponsor of the bill. | 


Wright said he has received scores of letters from persons in 14 States ging 
he first made the proposal 2 weeks ago. 


“Quite fully aware that responsible Government cannot be conducted by an | 


applause meter, I mention this unusually enthusiastic public reaction because 
I think in this particular instance it is crucial,” Wright explained. 

“I mention it because I have the distinct feeling that many of my colleagues 
have long been convinced of the fundamental rightness of such a plan as this, 
but have seriously wondered whether the American people would be preparej 
to assume the sacrifices and minor inconveniences necessary to make it a reality,” 

Wright said the public is aware that two things are necessary if we are to 


balance the budget annually and pay $2,800 million toward the principal each | 


year. 

“Bither we must forgo a few of the services to which we might otherwise 
aspire and scale down the cost of Government accordingly, or we must raise the 
necessary revenues to make debt payments possible over and above the current 
cost of doing business.” 

Wright and Ikard emphasized that their plan would save the taxpayers $485 
billion over the 100-year period. If we continue under the present system of 
paying only the interest, they said, we will have paid $980 billion by the year 
2055 and the debt would still be $283 billion. 

If the issue is not faced once and for all, Wright said, “we shall never find 
it convenient or expedient when gaged in the crisis of the moment to assign a 
top priority to debt retirement. 

“Unless we have already crossed that bridge and resolutely set our feet in the 


path of regular annual payments we shall never find a good time to pay off the | 


debt,” Wright emphasized. 


Representative Wright of Fort Worth received 


“To expect some vague future utopia in which it will somehow be easy to | 


reduce this obligation suddenly and dramatically would be to live in a fool's 
paradise.” 

Wright said no further proof is needed than to look at the postwar period— 
a period of unprecedented national prosperity . 

“In retrospect we would have to say that there has never been a better time 
in history for our Nation to pay its debt than in these years immediately behind 
us,” he pointed out. 

“Yet with the exception of $16,600 million paid on the debt during the Truman 
administration, we have not done it. Can anyone realistically anticipate that 
’ it will be easier in the future?” 
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[From the Dallas Morning News, Feb. 22, 1959] 


A TEXAN IN WASHINGTON—BILL Ltrrs Hopes or Paytne U.S. Dest 
(By Robert E. Baskin, Washington Bureau of the News) 


Wasnincton.—Can the $283-billion national debt be paid off like a time- 
credit loan? 

Bills sponsored by two Texas Congressmen, Frank Ikard of Wichita Falls and 
Jim Wright of Fort Worth, envision such a solution to the Government’s big 
purden. But there are big questions as to whether such a plan will work. 

heir measures would require the President to include in his budget each year 
an item requesting an appropriation equal to 1 percent of the aggregate outstand- 
ing debt as of July z 

The appropriation would be set aside to pay off the debt, if Congress supplies 
the money. In 100 years the debt would be paid off, under the theory. 

Congressman Wright, who first announced the plan, says he has had a tremen- 
dous response. sast week one of the most economy-minded Members of Con- 
gress, Representative Clare Hoffman (Republican, Michigan), got up in the 
House and commended the proposal. A great deal of mail has come to Wright’s 
office about the matter. 

On the face of it, the measure looks just like the answer to the question: How 
will we pay the national debt? 

This is no new question in the annals of Government, by any means, and his- 
tory shows the approaches similar to this one have been tried a number of times 
in the past. 

Congressman Ikard, looking into the history of the thing, obtained from the 
Library of Congress a book entitled “The Sinking Fund,” written by one George 
Morgan Browne and published in Boston in 1874. 

Browne's book detailed some of the schemes devised up to that time to pay 
off Government debts. 

About 1730 Sir Robert Walpole, finding British finances in a deplorable state, 
set up a fund to pay off the national debt. The fund built up for 20 years, and 
the temptation proved too much—Walpole used it for other purposes. 

Fifty years later the British Government tried such a plan again, but Parlia- 
ment was variable in its appropriations and the scheme was discarded in 1829. 

In the early years of the American Republic similar steps were taken to retire 
debts, with varying degrees of success, both by the Federal Government and the 
States. In some instances annual payments were made directly on the in- 
debtedness; more often the money was allowed to accumulate and was invested 
to gain interest. 

The major point that Browne made in his book that whichever device was 
used, it was to no avail if the Government spent more money than it took in. 

“The debtor must raise the money, and the whole of the money, by earnings 
or by taxes first or last, by which payment is actually made,’ Browne wrote. 

“By no device, by no jugglery, can he evade that stern necessity. 

“If the debtor borrows money to establish or keep up a (debt-retirement) fund, 
or what amounts to the same thing, if he borrows money for his ordinary expen- 
ditures in order thereby to have a surplus to put in this fund, he is simply in- 
creasing his liabilities, and complicating his accounts to no good purpose.” 

In other words, it’s no use to borrow from Peter to pay Paul. 

In 1862 Congress passed a loan act very similar to the Ikard-Wright proposal 
to pay off the rapidly accumulating debts of the Civil War. 

This act called for the use of enough customs receipts to purchase 1 percent of 
the national debt annually. However, the expenses of war made it impracticable 
to put itinto operation until 1869. 

In that year Treasury Secretary George S. Boutwell found the Treasury 
with surplus funds. 

Aman of country upbringing, Boutwell outdid the terms of the Civil War act. 
He went out and bought up as many government bonds as he could and canceled 
them. 

This simple and direct act, Browne noted humorously, made it obvious that 
Boutwell’s studies had not included the high art of financiering. If they had 
he would have concocted some complicated system. 

“Owing to his rural education, his study of ‘Poor Richard’s Almanac,’ or, 
more than all, to his robust commonsense, Mr. Boutwell did no such thing. 
He simply paid the debt, as far as his money would go, and canceled the obliga- 
tions,” Browne wrote. 
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Boutwell didn’t stay in office long enough to cancel the whole debt but 
stantially reduced it. it he sup, 
In 1919 Congress set up a fund to reduce the national debt. At first this ¢ 
was just for the purpose of retiring Liberty bonds, but in 1923 it was om = 
to retire any debts incurred before 1920. Pande 
So far this fund has retired about $7 billion of debt, a very small drop in 
$283-billion bucket of today. the 
The proposal of Wright and Ikard has its attractive features. But, as Bro 
argued so cogently back in 1874, the only way really to pay off a debt is to woe 
surplus of income over outgo—and apply it to the debt. Yea 

Prospects for a surplus income budget, actually a necessary conditio 


‘ ; n to 
Ikard-Wright plan, are very dim for the foreseeable future. the 


Two Wovutp Srart To PAy THE NATIONAL Dest 
(By William McGaffin ) 


WASHINGTON.—An individual citizen can run up just so much debt. Then he 
has to pay it off or else. 

But, a paradox of the difficult world we live in, the citizen's national Govern. 
ment is not bound by any such rules when it comes to piling up debt. The sky 
seems to be the limit. 

Various economists keep saying that a good way to stop the inflation Would be 
to start paying on the colossal national debt. But it’s so big now that Congres 
thinks it’s doing pretty well just to pay the interest, $38.1 billion in th 
new fiscal year. 

One thing seems sure. Congress, in its present mood, is not going to do ayy. 
thing so drastic as to pass a law making the Federal Government do what a 
individual would have to do if he were up to his neck in debt—make regular 
payments on it. 

That is what Representative Wright, Democrat of Texas, proposed this wee 
He introduced a resolution that would provide for an annual payment on the 
debt of 1 percent of the present amount—about $283 billion. 

Even if $2.8 billion were paid on the debt each year, it would take 100 years ty 
pay it off, Wright pointed out. During the same period, he said, we would hay 
paid about $495 billion in interest. 

This would make the total for interest and debt retirement over the 1h 
years come to $778 billion. If we don’t make these regular payments on th 
debt, however, we will still owe $283 billion at the end of 100 years, sid 
Wright—and, in addition, we will have paid $980 billion in interest. 

Senator Saltonstall, Republican of Massachusetts, came up with a debt m 
duction proposal a couple of years ago. He would reduce it the first year by 
2 percent of the Government’s net revenue and gradually work up until it would 
be reduced by 5 percent annually. The Senator estimated this would meana 
annual lowering of the debt by $4 billion. 

Saltonstall’s bill had a hearing in the Senate Finance Committee, but it was 
never reported out for Senate action. Wright’s proposal is not expected to ge 
any further. 

Asked where he would get the money for the $2.8 billion annual payments a 
the debt, Wright said he would favor increasing taxes if necessary. But le 
thought there were enough places for saving money—putting into effect, fu 
instance, Hoover Commission recommendations not yet acted upon—so thati 
tax boost would not be necessary. 


Propose Britt To Repuce U.S. Dest ANNUALLY—AUTHORS CITE SAVINGS 10 
TAXPAYERS 
(By Joseph Hearst) | 
WASHINGTON, February 25.—Surprised and encouraged by favorable public | 
response to a proposal to reduce the Federal debt by regular annual payments 
two Texas Congressmen Wednesday introduced a bill to make such payment 
mandatory. The original measure did not include the mandatory provision. | 
The bill, introduced by Democratic Representatives Jim Wright and Fratk | 
Ikard, would require that no less than 1 percent of the present debt be paid of 

annually until the slate is wiped clean. 
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The debt now is $283 billion and the Congressmen estimate it would take 100 
to pay it off. Retirement of the huge obligation, principal and interest, 
yond come to $778 billion, they said. But, they asserted, if the debt were 
eee to remain where it is, interest alone would come to $980 billion in the 
sinWiar period and the $283 billion would still be owed. ‘Thus the debt re- 
eat plan would save the taxpayers $485 billion, they said. 


TELLS IMMEDIATE NEED 


“Jf we don’t start now and set up an orderly, systematic method and follow 
it with an undeviating regularity we may never do it because, the longer the 
debt is allowed to grow and the bigger it becomes, the more difficult it will be 
to start reducing it,” Wright told the House. ‘ ; 

Ikard said the debt reduction method was adopted following the Revolutionary 
War, after the Civil War, and again immediately after World War I. In each 
ease, he said, it resulted in the retirement of large sums of debt. : 

Wright and Ikard decided to strengthen the original measure after consulting 
with Representative Wilbur D. Mills, Democrat, of Arkansas, chairman of the 
powerful Ways and Means Committee. 


SOME SACRIFICES 


Wright said the public is aware such a debt payment program would entail 
some sacrifices, especially in its first years. It knows, he said, that to balance 
the budget and make payments of some $2.8 billion on the debt we must forgo 
some of the services to which we might otherwise aspire or we must raise addi- 
tional revenue. 

* me ~ * * “ * 


[From the St. Louis Daily Livestock Reporter, Feb. 25, 1959] 
WHEN Do WE Face UP To TuH1s? 


We'd like to offer a rousing cheer for Congressman Jim Wright, of Texas. He 
stood up in the House the other day and offered a concurrent resolution calling 
for beginning a systematic program of reducing the national debt. His sugges- 
tion is that we set aside a sum equivalent to 1 percent or more of the national 
debt each year to retire the principal. That would mean starting with $2.8 
billion, since the debt amounts to $283 billion. At that rate, it would take some- 
thing less than 100 years to pay it off. But in the process we taxpayers (and 
our children and their children) would be saved around $485 billion. 

The Congressman should have a pat on the back for daring to propose such 
athing. His plan, or something like it, ought to be implemented without delay, 
while the Nation is in a period of prosperity and can logically contemplate doing 
something about ridding itself of this monstrous debt which hangs over the 
heads of us all (as well as future generations yet unborn). 

Some will ask why we should begin to retire this debt. There are many people 
who sincerely believe there is no point in worrying about it, since Uncle Sam 
is not broke and can get along as long as his assets and revenues are on such a 
tremendous scale. They argue that the need for spending is far greater as a 
stimulant and stabilizer than is the need for debt reduction. 

Yes, probably the Nation can continue to live with the national debt. But 
commonsense cries out for a saner course. There may come a day when we can 


| no longer live with it. Why shouldn’t we begin at once to prepare for the 
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possibility of such a day, which history tells us is almost certain tocome? Why, 
we may also ask, should this debt with staggering principal and interest be 
carried along as a permanent burden, when none of us, in his personal or business 
life, considers such economics sound. As individuals we work, scrimp and save 
feverishly to reduce the principal of any debt we contract, in order to get out 
from under at the earliest possible moment. 

There are other reasons why it is logical to begin the reduction of this debt. 
One of them is cost. The interest charges on a debt of $283 billion cannot be 
minimized—they are immense. During the next fiscal year the interest on the 
debt will be $8.1 billion. And if the average rate increases to 3.5 percent as 
Seems likely, it will climb to $9.9 billion. Assuming we make no move to reduce 
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the debt, in less than 30 years we. will pay as much in interest as the debt ; 
today but we will still owe all of it. 4 
Another reason for concern over the debt is the eroding effect it h 
credit of the Federal Government. There appears to be a. growin 
enthusiasm for Government securities among investors. This is true of bo 
those who buy Government notes and bonds in the Treasury’s refinancing pg 
ities, and among the general public itself, which buys Government Savings bonds 
Representative Thomas Pelly,.of Washington, urging the House to act fay, 
ably on the resolution, pointed out that “a policy of balanced budgets, togethe 
with regular yearly payments:on the debt, could restore confidence in Governmen 
securities and the interest rates on Treasury borrowing would decline alm 
enough to offset the amount of yearly debt reduction.” . 
Isn’t it about time we got our collective selves by the scruff of the pn 
demand a definite answer as to what we are going to do about this debt? 
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{From the Fort Worth Star-Telegram, Feb. 11, 1959] 
HUNDRED-YEAR PLAN 


Representative Wright, sounding like a voice in the wilderness, has Proposed 
a plan for retiring the huge national debt on a gradual and orderly basis, It 
calls for yearly repayment of not less than 1 percent of the present indebtedness 
That would mean about $2.8 billion annually in addition to interest, but in 1 
years the debt would be completely paid and the slate wiped clean. 

This plea must have brought a stunned silence in the Halls of Congress Where 
cries of “spend, spend” echo constantly. For at the time, Representatiy 
Wright’s colleagues were ‘preoccupied with discussions of further Feder 
spending which inevitably would increase, not reduce, the monstrous nationg| 
debt. There was talk of more money for houisng, more for aid to airports, 
more for schools and education, and more for defense, 

Nearly all these projects have merits, though in most cases the proposed 
allocations are ridiculously extravagant, but none is more worthy than th 
national defense. And this was one on which the Fort Worth Congressmay 
pinned his appeal. Now the country is struggling to buy each year from 80 to | 
40 B-58 bombers. With the $9.8 billion in interest the debt soon will es 
annually, more than 700 of these superweapon systems could be bought, he 
pointed out. 

Of course, the interest still would have to be met even if regular payments 
on the principal were to be set up. But as the principal went down, the interest 
also would fall. Before many years, the savings in interest would offset the 
debt payments, and the benefits would be realized long before the final install. 
ment was paid a century from now. The psychological effect of a determined 
effort to remove this staggering load from the Nation’s shoulders would be an 
immediate boon to the country’s economic health. 

The chatter over the various spending proposals no doubt was resumed in the 
Capitol, as soon as Congressmen had recuperated from the initial shock, but it 
can be hoped that Representative Wright has planted a seed that may one day 
germinate and bear fruit. For if it should, the Nation’s future could—despite 
any temporary inconvenience imposed by the payments—be pictured in a con 
siderable less dismal light. 


ANYHOW A TIMELY WARNING 


Like ’most everybody else who’s not entirely bereft of understanding and con 
science, Representative James C. Wright, a Texas Democrat, views with alarm | 
the towering national debt that now has reached a reported $283 billion ané | 
that seems most likely to keep right on climbing. 

But unlike ’most everybody else, Representative Wright, 36-year-old third 
term Congressman, veteran of World War II combat, two-term mayor of his 
hometown, and partner in a trade expansion and advertising firm, isn’t content 
to merely wring his hands, nor would he stifle his conscience and sweep the 
whole disagreeable matter under the rug. 

He proposes to do something about it and so he has submitted to the Congress 
a proposal that is so thoroughly steeped in commonsense that in these days it 
may seem to be almost revolutionary. He’s proposing to pay off the national 
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debt, a little at a time but in accordance with a definite program, and to levy 
a tax specifically for that purpose. 

He’s proposing payment on the debt at the rate of 1 percent a year. The tax, 
at: first, would be a substantial one. If the debt were to go no higher than it 
now is, the first year's payment would amount to $2.83 billion. But, like the 
pouseholder paying on an amortization plan for his home, the Government's 

ments on the debt reduction account would steadily reduce the payments 
for interest, which now amount to $8.1 billion a year, or substantially more than 
10 percent of all the contemplated Federal Government spending for all purposes 
the coming year. 7 ; : 

The Congressman puts it this way: “In 100 years we could completely retire 
the debt by paying $495 billion in interest and $283 billion in principal, or a 
total.of $778 biltion. But if we pay not hng on the debt itself, the interest alone 
for 100 years will be $980 billion and we will still owe the debt of $283 billion, 
ora total of $1.263 trillion.” 

That’s.a conclusion based, of course, on the assumption that for 100 years the 
Government would have to balance its budget and not go further into debt, 
and so, lamentably, it runs counter to current Federal fiscal practices. 

The, principle, at any rate, of Congressman Wright’s proposal, is one that com- 
mends itself to farsighted conservatives. 

It ought, also, to command the attention of the spenders. They haven't so far 
manifested any great concern about mounting taxes, nor permitted it to interfere 
with their ever-mounting spending schemes. Certainly they must be somehow 
aware that we can’t go on indefinitely spending more than we take in, . That 
way inevitably leads to destruction of credit so that ultimately the Government 
couldn’t borrow any more and might either have to quit spending altogether, 
or to take over everything, and even the chief advocates of ever increasing 
Government spending might not like that. 

Very definitely Mr. Wright is on the right track. 

His proposal may, or may not, receive the consideration it so eminently 
deserves, but it should serve at any rate as a serious warning of the bad trouble 
we're headed into unless there’s a decisive reversal of current policies of spend- 
ing in excess of income. 





[From the Amarillo Globe-Times, Feb. 25, 1959] 
POTOMAC PARLANCE 


Congressman Jim Wright of Fort Worth writes: 

“Our national debt stands today at $2838 billion. In the new fiscal year we 
shall be paying $8.1 billion in interest, or 11 cents out of every tax dollar. 

“Soon, because of increasing interest rates, the Government will be paying 3.5 
percent on all its obligations. This means that when present bonds mature and 
are refinanced, the carrying charges on the national debt will be costing us $9.8 
billion a year * * * assuming the debt itself stays the same and the interest 
rate does not take still another jump. 

“This is deadweight, for which our Government and our Nation get nothing 
inreturn. It is the second largest single item in the budget. It is more than all 
the combined costs of Government before World War IL and almost as much as 
the total Truman military budget before Korea. 

“I have introduced a resolution which would set forth a positive plan to retire 
the debt. It would commit Congress to definite payments on the debt itself 
of not less than $2.8 billion every year. Even at this minimum rate, it will 
take exactly 100 years to wipe the slate completely clean. 

“There has never been any such systematic program for debt retirement. 
It has been one of those things everybody has hoped to get around to * * * 
someday. There just hasn’t been a ‘convenient’ time. Well, there probably 
never will be. 

“But unless we do it * * * if we simply continue to drift and pay interest 
** * in 28 years we shall have been out the total amount of the present debt, 
and we'll still owe every penny of it. 

“It is cheaper to pay the debt than to owe it. This is not an idle statement 
but actual fact. In 100 years’ time, it would save us more than $485 billion to 
pay the debt off at the minimum rate I suggested, plus interest on the unpaid 
balance, than just to continue paying interest alone on the whole amount. 
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“Moreover, it would be a demonstration of our faith that this Nation 
expects to be in business 100 years from now. It should have a salutg 
upon the inflationary spiral of cheap money and increasing indebtedy 
would serve to revive confidence both at home and throughout the w 
stability of the dollar. Perhaps more basic than any of this, it would 
act of good faith with the generations of Americans yet to come.” 
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Two TEXANS OFFER PLAN—ONE PERCENT-PER-YEAR DERT PAYMENT PRoposgy 
(By Bascom Timmons) 


Two young Members of Congress have come up with an idea of paying of 
the national debt. 

That two Members of Congress out of 534 should bring forth a proposal} that 
the Federal Government not only begin living within its income by paying of 
the bills of World War I and World War II is no reason to stop the Dresses 
and replate the first pages of the country’s newspapers. 

The proposal has been received so calmly that no radio or television Chain 
interrupted a popular program to give the country the glad tidings. 

The two are Texans, which is no disadvantage in the present congressiong 
setup. They are Representative James C. Wright of Fort Worth and Repre. 
sentative Frank N. Ikard of Wichita Falls, both Democrats. This ig eneoy. 
aging for it is the Democratic Party which is widely suspected of harboring 4 
thought that the Nation is in some sort of a fairyland where debts need never 
be paid. 

Wright is 37 and in his fifth year in Congress. Ikard is 45 and in his seventh 
year. Ikard is a member of the powerful Ways and Means Committee and on 
of his distinguished constituents at one time was Secretary of the Treasury 
Robert B. Anderson. 

The National debt has reached the astronomical sum of $283 billion. On that 
debt the Nation is paying interest of $8,100 million each year; with increased 
interest rates this may soon go to $9,800 million a year. 

Wright in a statement pointing out that “it is cheaper to pay than to owe” 
emphasized that if there is no reduction in the next 28 years we will have paid 
out in interest an amount equal to the debt without having reduced the debt 
itself by one penny. 

So Wright and Ikard proposed that the Government live within its income 
and yearly earmark 1 percent of what the Nation owes for debt retirement, 
That would not break any speed records in debt payment. It would in fact take 
100 years to do it. 

But no one can overestimate the psychological effect of a determined and 
systematic effort to pay off the Federal debt. 

“One hundred years is, of course, a long time,” said Ikard, “but the adoption 
of a definite play for payment would be beginning and now is the time that we 
should get started. During the past 4 years the debt ceiling has been increased 
four times and only once since World War II has there been any debt reduc- 
tion.” 

Ikard and Wright have already introduced a joint resolution to accomplish 
the debt-paying plan. Hearings on the subject will be scheduled by the Ways 
and Means Committee of the House. 


STATEMENT oF Hon. PAuL G. RoGers, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Executive and Legislative Reorganization 


Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to offer testimony today in behalf of 


a systematic, annual plan of public debt retirement. In considering such a pro 
posal this committee is performing a valuable public service and will be com 
mended by all of us who are concerned with fiscal responsibility and integrity. 

Last year, I was privileged to join with our colleagues, Jim Wright, Frank 
Ikard, and others, in sponsoring legislation directing the Secretary of the Treas 


ury to include in his annual request for funds an amount of money sufficient | 


to reduce the national debt by not less than 1 percent each year. A number of 
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proposals to reduce the debt by varying amounts were also submitted. 
other sibility of debt reduction was considered by the Committee on Ways 

ne during the last session in connection with the administration request 
= the temporary debt ceiling but no action was taken. 

In supporting this plan for the gradual payment of our national debt, it was 
; ting to make a study of this problem, and I would commend the thoughts 
mn peen set forth on this subject in the following publications for those 
. are interested: ‘National Debt and the New Economics” by Seymour E. 
ee “Government Finance” by John F. Due (revised), “Government Financ- 

- by Harold M. Groves (fourth ed.), and “The National Debt Series” by the 
Committee on Public Debt Policy. 

Having studied with much interest the various proposals offered, I cannot 
help but compare our present approach to the existing public debt with a situa- 
tion that could not possibly exist in private enterprise. 

Suppose that any one of us went to a bank to borrow $10,000. Suppose also 
that the terms set forth in the loan agreement made provision for interest 
payments on the loan to be paid at regular intervals but made no provision for 
repayment of the actual loan. We do not need a financial genius to tell us that 
such a state of affairs could never exist in our well-ordered private business 
pea such a situation as I have mentioned does exist in the largest business 
of them all—the business of government. : 

The dilemma to which I refer is the existing public debt. The fault lies not 
in the fact that we have created such a Frankenstein—it lies in our continued 
failure to face up to our creation. 

Many take the attitude of hopelessness when the possibility of reducing the 
public debt is discussed. Therefore, the problem has been, to a great extent, 
ignored. Certainly it has not been properly met. The time has come for action— 
in fact, it is far past due. 

To be sure, the debt was created in large measure by the great global wars 
we have had to finance since the turn of the century. The Korean conflict, 
periods of internal crisis, and our efforts to achieve global supremacy in the 
space.age have added no small amount to the total. And the end is not in sight. 
A proposal which would provide an orderly, systematic plan for reducing the 
debt, is desirable in view of the constant temptation of Government to find new 
ways of spending and to put off debt payments until some more “convenient” time 
in the future. History shows us that it is quite impossible to predict what will 
happen tomorrow. Such a “convenient” time may never materialize. 

Permit me to call attention to certain facets of the debt which might be of 
historical interest. 

In 1790, the debt could have been wiped out had each living inhabitant of the 
United States paid in $19 to the National Treasury. After the end of the War 
of 1812, each person would have had to pay in $15. Just after the Civil War, the 
figure rose to $78; after World War I, to $240. In 1946, to extinguish the debt, 
each one of us—man, woman, and child—would have had to pay about $2,000 to 
the Government over and above the amounts collected each year to keep the 
Government running. 

In the 27 years immediately following the Civil War, two-thirds of the Federal 
debt outstanding was repaid. 

Over a period of 11 years after World War I, the Federal Government reduced 
more than one-third of the amount outstanding. 

By 1949, almost $18 billion of the World War II debt had been redeemed. 

Surely, history shows us that it is in the American tradition to repay debts. 

The payment of the principal of a debt tends neither to impoverish a nation, 
nor to retard its material development; but on the other hand, the maintenance 
of the principal and the constant payment of accruing interest tend to cripple the 
productive capacity of any people. 

The President has told us that in the current fiscal year the Government will 
pay almost $9 billion in interest on the debt. This item alone is more than the 
aaa expenditures of the Government for all purposes in any year prior 
0 , 

During the peak year of 1946, the amount of interest paid on the debt con- 
stituted 3.5 percent of our total national income. 

The burden of heavy interest obligations is not the only feature we have to 
consider. The size of the debt and its service reduces the action of the Treasury 
and the Federal Reserve System in their credit policy. The debt enhances the 
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danger to the country of wrong policies; it is one thing to make mig 
handling a small debt, but far more serious and costly when the debt is & large 
one. 

I do not suggest for a moment that we sacrifice national security for 4 
solvency—on the contrary, if we do not maintain an adequate nationa] defen, 
fiscal solvency has a hollow meaning. However, the larger the debt and inter 
load currently, the less room there will be for the Government to finance readily 
and soundly some future emergency. y 

There is no reason why national defense and fiscal solvency cannot go hand in 
hand. A systematic debt retirement plan would help to achieve fisea] stabili 
while at the same time it would provide adequately where our defense needs are 
eoncerned. If we choose, by proper planning, we can accomplish both. Anothe 
strong reason that should impel us to give favorable consideration to such q vlad 
is that money paid out in debt retirement could well serve as a stimulus to busi- 
ness. Of the amounts paid to individuals and financial institutions, a limiteq sum 
may be held in idle balance, but the bulk of the money will be reinvested, thus 
helping to shore up a flagging economy in times of recession. 

On the whole, there is substantial merit in a program of gradual retirement og 
the Federal debt. The advantages to be realized are, first, that it results in a gay. 
ing in governmental expenditures for interest; second, that it strengthens the 
credit of the Government so that it can better meet an emergency ; third, that jp 
time of inflation, it may serve as a tool to cope with excessive spending. 

We cannot afford to ignore these advantages. We cannot afford to ignore th 
ever-increasing pleas for fiscal stability. We must remember that throughout oy 
history the greatest obstacles to national financial strength, and the most acute 
dangers to fiscal collapse, have never been the results of inadequate or failing 
resources, but always consequences of weak financial policies. An orderly debt 
retirement plan is one step on the way back to fiscal and political responsibility, 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS Froy 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Thank you for the opportunity to make this statement. 

I have been deeply concerned over our failure to reduce our national debt, 
I feel that we need some workable plan of debt reduction which will offer some 
hope of eventually paying off the debt and which will put a damper on inflation. 
ary psychology. I congratulate this committee on its efforts and hope that 
from this committee some practical debt reduction program will result. 

In an effort to make a contribution toward such a program I have introduced 
several bills which, I feel, would aid in some ways the reduction of our national 
debt. I believe that certain provisions of these bills which I have introduced 
might successfully be incorporated into the legislation which might come from 
your committee. I would like to say a few words about each of these bills 
and how they could do something about our national debt. 

Enactment or inclusion of my bill, H.R. 6292, would be a significant first 
step toward exploiting gifts as a means of reducing the national debt. At 
present, gifts to reduce the debt are negligible, because the Government can 
only accept unconditional gifts, and no assurance can be given the donors 
that the gift will, in fact, have the effect of reducing the national debt. 
The donor cannot even be certain that the net effect will not be to increase 
spending .on programs with which he is not in sympathy. H.R. 6292 makes 
possible the giving of that assurance. It provides that such gifts are to be placed 
in a special fund to be used only for retiring obligations constituting part of 
the national debt. The Treasury, Bureau of the Budget, Comptroller General, 
and General Services Administration have all submitted favorable reports on 
this bill as they all feel that such legislation would be highly desirable. 

It has been said that unless there is a surplus no receipt can reduce the 
national debt. However, H.R. 6292 would allow the Government hereafter 
to receive gifts conditioned on their being applied to reduce the national debt; 
while in the present. situation of the law an heir or other interested party 
could object to the Government retaining money given “to reduce the national 
debt.” If H.R. 6292 did nothing mvre than correct this, it would be a financial 
assistance to the country. This assistance might be greatly enhanced if ac 
companied by an effert throughout the country to reduce the national debt 
by gifts made in accordance with this statute. 
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ani i 6292, but either 
R. 6348, would be a good companion bill to H.R. 292, 
My = Danae Hi R. 6348 gives added assurance that gifts and other 
d separately. “i: 


n stan » debt are used for that purpose and not for swelling current 
- educe the debt are t > “1949 national 
receipts Os is assured by dividing the public debt into the Jt) Nk é 

is 18 as: . ‘ 


receipts. 


i wo Ta ational debt” 
“ -Wor Var II national debt. The ‘1949 nationa 
” the “post-World V 
debt and 


‘ igations totaling the amount of the public debt on April 30, 
would consist Fiat can ot ite lemtal point since World War II, $251,530,468,- 
1949, when “ : 1ade for debt reduction would be used to reduce this figure. 
254.82. Aut — jo advantage not only of insulating from current expenditures 
This would ire a aliee ae applied, but also of maintaining a definite figure 
the debt to “~ ffected only by gifts and other receipts specified for reducing 
which would _ "Thus every gift would result in reducing the debt by an easily 
the public — ise amount and no current expenditure could change this 
determined oon I firmly believe that insulating the debt to be reduced in 
result. ee ertans step in any program to reduce the national debt. If this 
this way a hed “wars depressions, and deficits will easily upset the debt 
= ei beam / therefore, urge that such a provision be included in any 
reduction Pp! oe 
ae asian bill which I would have you consider is H.R. 6293. 

My last = : 1 require proceeds from sales of Federal surplus property to be 
SS fick the national debt. If provisions in this bill were included 
used - ey hn are of H.R. 6348, such proceeds would be applied to the 
= ae 1 debt ” ‘This would mean that such proceeds would not show up 
we eo i ‘ts and would not determine whether a current year’s budget 
in eurens FY hanieing proceeds of surplus property sales to the national debt 
is balanced. a provide a substantial means of reducing the debt. 
ee vain for letting me testify in this matter. The American people 

_ Tae te have a defeatist attitude toward the national debt. So long 
py - conte leadership to do something in this matter this attitude will 
-— “1 year th national debt will continue to rise in good years and bad. 
a “ aad be a good beginning in the right direction. Any beginning in 
<n is oetiaen the national debt would be a monumental accomplishment. 
pdm your committee will make this beginning. 


Chairman Dawson. Now we will go into executive session. 
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